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Abstract

High-quantitative and quality research performance is critical to the reputation and
success of a university and plays a vital role in developing the socio-economic status
of a country. There is, however, limited knowledge about the contextual factors that
impact on research performance, especially in universities that are new or not yet
research-intensive. One such young university is the Another New Research
University (ANRU), the setting for this research. To become competitive and
sustainable, especially young universities, need to increase both the quality and
volume of their research to improve research performance.

The purpose of this qualitative study was to identify and explore which contextual
factors impacted on academics’ research performance at ANRU. The research drew
on organisation development and phenomenological theoretical perspectives to
make sense of the socially constructed realities of the participants’ lived experience
of their research work. A purposefully selected stratified sample of 31 participants
was interviewed to explore their experiences of research. The participants included
research-active academics and research leaders from both the Humanities and the
Natural Sciences Executive leaders were also included as participants. Academics
from the departments in the Humanities (DOH), Sciences (DOS), and leaders (RLC)
provided three datasets. The transcribed datasets were analysed using
Interpretative Phenomenological Analysis (IPA) as the primary technique supported
by analysis techniques advocated in grounded theory.

Reported experiences led to the identification of three contextual themes, namely:
personal, work and external contexts. These contexts comprise 11 contextual factors
in total from the three independent cases. Participants rank-ordered these factors to
indicate which three factors most facilitated, and which three factors most hampered,
their research. The three most facilitating factors, overall, were the personal profile,
academics’ interactions, both from the personal contextual theme, and community
impact from the external contextual theme. In contrast, the factors that constrained
research performance the most, namely financial resources, work content, and
ii

environmental capability were all from the work contextual theme. Data from the six
high impact factors revealed distinct differences amongst the different academic
levels and between the two broad disciplines. The contextual work theme highlighted
the most apparent differences.

Not only did the study contribute new insights about the personal context and
external context to the commonly studied work context domain, but it also highlighted
the potential and compounded impact that these three contexts could have on
research performance. Experiences reported by the participants led to insights about
the wellbeing of academics being affected by role identity issues and competing
demands. These role identity issues were mainly because of approach-approach
conflicts amongst professional, teaching and research sub-identities nested in the
academic role.

The results from this research have allowed the development of a theoretical
framework and a high-performance adaptive model that could guide the
implementation of comprehensive and integrated strategies to improve research
performance at mainly young universities.

Keywords: contextual factors, research performance, nested identity, highperformance, personal context, work context, external context, academic wellbeing,
competing demands
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Chapter 1: Introduction

1.1

Background
The quality and quantity of research performance are critical to the

reputation and success of a university. Research is a core mission of universities
generating new knowledge, attracting grants, and driving universities’ contribution
to socio-economic development (Pinheiro et al., 2019; Pinheiro et al., 2015).
Research performance builds a university’s reputation, and this attracts
international collaboration and better researchers, which creates an even more
reliable university reputation (Kwiek, 2020a, 2020b). This reputation attracts more
students who provide financial resources to strengthen the institution and the
opportunity for increased research performance (Federkeil, 2009; Munisamy et al.,
2014).
In their pursuit to build and maintain a reputation, universities and
academics grapple with the changes in funding regimes, their expected roles,
commitment to research and their research performance (Billot, 2010). It is in
universities’ interests to focus efforts on improving individuals’ research
performance since there is ample evidence that organisations with higherperforming employees are higher performing organisations (Brewer & Selden,
2000; Markos & Sridevi, 2010). Ellemers et al. (2004) further, argue that high
performing individuals who contribute to team performance result in higherperforming organisations. By implication, researchers with higher research
performance, if working in a team will contribute even more to a performing
research university.
Researcher behaviour and performance are impacted by contextual
factors and changes to these factors, such as government funding regimes (Johns,
2006; Noonan, 2015; Rørstad & Aksnes, 2015). This impact of contextual factors
and that of individual attributes on research performance are, however, not
adequately researched or recognised by administrators and researchers in higher
education institutions (Brew et al., 2015; Diezmann, 2018; Hardré & Cox, 2009;
Johns, 2006; Noonan, 2015; Rørstad & Aksnes, 2015). Pertinent questions may be
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which contextual factors and individual attributes hinder or facilitate research
performance; and how do they impact research performance?
The research performance of research-intensive and some mature
universities is evident from their high positions on research and reputation
(Douglass, 2014). The generational diversity of universities is shown by older wellestablished research universities that traditionally achieved research success vis a
vis a young university with less of a rich research history that struggled to perform
well in research Diezmann (2018). Young universities for this study are defined as
universities less than 50 years old which are typically lower on the ERA index like
ANRU. Usually, young universities are less competitive, and there is a growing gap
between established research-intensive universities and young universities
(Beerkens, 2013). To become more competitive, especially young universities,
need to improve their research performance on the key performance indicators for
research productivity (Agasisti & Haelermans, 2015; Hanover Research, 2015;
Ramirez, 2010). This research performance problem also seems to be a complex
and multifaceted organisation-wide issue. Organisation Development, a metatheory, with its multifaceted theoretical approach, will thus be a fitting theoretical
framing for the study.

1.2

Problem statement
From the background, it is evident that a high volume of good quality

research performance is crucial for the reputation (Miotto et al., 2020) and
sustainability of universities. However, not all universities succeed in this
endeavour, suggesting there is no simple recipe for achieving and sustaining high
quality and quantity research performance. The research literature is quite limited
in what it has to say about a coherent framework of contextual factors influencing
research productivity (Teodorescu, 2000); this situation did not improve with
respect to validated factors or coherent frameworks. However, in an attempt to
establish the common strategies employed by universities to enhance research
productivity Diezmann (2018) not only identified the commonly utilised strategies
but also found that these strategies fit into the bio-ecosystems theory of
Bronfenbrenner (1977). The limited research literature about research performance
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amongst and particularly young universities could be due to context largely being
neglected in organisational behaviour research, the complexity of context, the
themes chosen and constructs not being well defined (Johns, 2006). Contextual
variables impacting on research performance are nation-specific because they can
be heavily impacted by strategic government interventions and are interconnected
and complex (Panat, 2014). Institutional factors are widely cited (e.g. Suson et al.,
2020) without specifying external factors. The researcher contends that external
factors could influence, be influenced, and create a contextual social environment
that should be specified in a coherent framework.
Contextual factors and complexity are addressed in the literature and
research has generated some useful models, such as Finkelstein (1984, 2006),
Creswell (1985), Dundar and Lewis (1998), Teodorescu (2000) and Brocato and
Mavis (2005). These models are, however, not specific enough to lead further
improvement of a faculty’s research productivity and lack comprehensiveness for
young universities in Australia (Bland, Center, Finstad, Risbey, & Staples, 2005;
Harman, 2005a).
Contextual factors lacking in existing frameworks are factors such as the
influence of the external environment, (e.g. government policy) internal contextual
factors such as institution-specific mission, strategies, and the specific contextual
factors or uniqueness of individual institutions, such as organisational identity, that
influence structures and performance (Mintzberg, 1983; Pyne, 2015; Van Tonder,
2011). Le Deist and Winterton (2005) indicate that individuals are engulfed with
work context factors which impact on their competence and research performance,
albeit that Wissing et al. (2002) found that not many researchers attributed low
research performance due to the lack of their capabilities.
Especially young universities struggle to become competitive even with
the available identified knowledge of specific research performance factors that
contributes to an understanding of institution-specific differences in performance,
and what is needed to be a productive research institution in an increasingly
competitive environment (Cattaneo, Meoli, & Signori, 2014). There are still
unanswered questions concerning those contextual factors that enable and/or
hamper research performance, particularly in young universities. Thus, the problem
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is that the contextual factors that enable and/or constrain research performance in
mainly young universities are neither fully understood nor integrated into a
framework. Such a framework could be used as a basis for interventions within
young universities, such as Another New Research University (ANRU), which will
be the focus of this research.

1.3

Rationale
Commercial organisations are regularly in a competition that drives their

productivity and make them financially successful (Auranen & Nieminen, 2010;
Judge & Hogan, 2015). Unlike commercial organisations, a university’s success is
more likely to be measured by its status, defined as reputation stemming from
rankings, which is mostly dependent on the funding from government, industry,
students and research. This funding is invested in further research, niche study
markets and facilities that influence the perception of status. Research
performance is, however, an aspect that can be influenced by a university to attract
funding and researchers to increase its status and success (Auranen & Nieminen,
2010; Harman, 2005a; Ramirez, 2010).
The need for reputation, which could drive improved research
performance is exacerbated at young universities in an increasingly more
competitive era, impacted by tighter funding regimes and higher education reform
legislation. Universities, handicapped by a lack of research performance and funds,
could find themselves delivering poorly on their core missions and become
obsolete or absorbed by more successful, higher education institutions (Houston,
Meyer, & Paewai, 2006; Noonan, 2015; Rusu & Avasilcai, 2014).
The globalisation of the university sector with easy to access rankings of
research performance also results in amplified competition for doctoral students
and recognised researchers (Sinclair, Barnacle, & Cuthbert, 2014) whom, when
appointed, contribute to research performance and raise the reputation of a
university.
Johns (2006) asserts that the impact of context, which has a controlling
and defined effect on performance in general, is not adequately recognised or
appreciated in organisational behaviour studies. This recognition of context is even
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less so in higher education institutions and needs comprehensive qualitative
research as a departure point, amongst others for those characteristics that shape
a researcher identity (Brew et al., 2015; Hardré & Cox, 2009).
An integrated framework and approach are needed to be successful in
these highly competitive and hard economic times. This framework should be the
foundation for applicable integrated approaches and interventions to improve
research performance continuously. This framework should include all the internal
and external contextual factors that hamper or facilitate research performance on
individual, discipline, faculty and institutional level (Bland et al., 2005). Further
research is required to explore how these contextual factors impact academic
research performance. Research performance could improve competitiveness for
funding, improve reputation, attract researchers and students and eventually
improve the sustainability of young universities such as ANRU and the socioeconomic status of Australia (Douglass, 2014; Landabaso, 2014).

1.4

Purpose
The primary purpose of the proposed study was to explore the contextual

factors that impact on research performance at Another New Research University
(ANRU). The research was conducted through a qualitative approach with semistructured interviews exploring research-active academics’ experience of research
within two broad discipline areas. Research-active academics were identified as
those that were awarded research performance points in the preceding three
years. The findings were to inform the development of an integrated and holistic
framework concerning how contextual factors’ impact on research performance at
ANRU.

1.5

Research questions
The overarching research question is: How do contextual factors impact

research performance at ANRU? Subsidiary questions flowing from the
overarching question are:
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1.5.1

Research question 1
How do research leaders and active researchers perceive the impact of

external and internal contextual factors on research performance at ANRU?

1.5.2

Research question 2
How do research leaders and active researchers, from different

appointment levels and disciplines, vary in their perceptions of contextual factors
impacting on research performance at ANRU?

1.5.3

Research question 3
Which of these contextual factors do research leaders and researchers

perceive to have the most positive and/or negative influence on research
performance at ANRU?

1.6

Significance
Pressures are mounting on universities for increased research

performance, but not much is known about what exactly affects this performance or
how to facilitate improvement. Research performance, under the auspices of
productivity, performance or output, (unfortunately, not always well defined or
described, and the constructs have different calculation formulae), has been
studied within various frameworks and models of which some have not been tested
(Bland et al., 2005). The specific factors, their interplay and interaction with context
remain largely unknown (North, Zewotir, & Murray, 2011). Further research into
those contextual factors that enable and/or hamper research is needed for
improvement and sustained research to deliver on universities’ missions, such as
new knowledge development (Abbott & Doucouliagos, 2004; Brew et al., 2015).
The study could contribute new knowledge in the field by identifying those
contextual factors and how it impacts on research performance in particularly
young universities like ANRU. The outcome of the study could lead to a framework,
developed from contextual factors as experienced by research-active academics,
which can integrate and explain the impact of the various factors on each other
(Bland, Center, Finstad, Risbey, & Staples, 2006). Other schools at ANRU and
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comparable schools in especially young universities, like ANRU, will be able to use
such a framework to inform interventions designed to lift the research performance
of its academics and the performance of the university. This framework has the
potential to impact positively on the creation of new knowledge and our capacity to
address the economic, social and environmental challenges facing Australia.
The remaining parts of this thesis are organised into eight chapters;
Chapter 2: Literature Review, Chapter 3: Methodology, Chapter 4: Results for
Academic Department of Humanities, Chapter 5: Results for Academic Department
of Sciences, Chapter 6: Results for the Research Leadership Cohort; Chapter 7:
Ranking the Importance of Contextual Factors, Chapter 8: Cross-analysis and
Discussing the Cases, and Chapter 9: Conclusion.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review

Whilst the previous section outlined the rationale for the study and its
research questions; the literature review provides an overview of the existing
relevant literature. This overview has a specific focus on external and internal
contextual factors impacting on research performance as well as a rationale for the
Organisation Development (OD) theoretical foundations of the study. Theoretical
lenses supporting the OD theory in this study are Systems Theory; Organisational
Learning Theory; Planned Change Theory; Social Constructivism Theory;
Individual, Identity and Work Theories as well as Self Determination Theory (SDT).

2.1

Overview
The role of academic institutions is to create a positive environment for the

creative contribution that could enhance the economic, social and cultural
development of the country (Uzoka, 2008). Research performance, especially of
young universities plays a significant role in the creative contribution and success
of universities. The existing literature (e.g. Brewer & Selden, 2000) holds that
individual performances contribute to organisational performance. Therefore,
individual research performance could contribute to school and institution research
performance. The contribution of individuals is thus implicit in the adoption of
widespread individual performance management systems and practices, as it is
reported that the more effective the employee, the higher the effectiveness of the
organisation (Brewer & Selden, 2000; Combs et al., 2006).
Research performance, which contributes to overall organisational
performance, is impacted by contextual factors (Bland & Ruffin, 1992; Brew et al.,
2015). A suitable theoretical lens is needed to make sense of how these contextual
factors impact research performance. Organisation Development Theory (ODT), as
a meta-theory, is commonly used to inform improvements to organisational
performance and as such, is a suitable theoretical lens to make sense of research
performance. Organisation Development Theory is discussed next.
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2.2

Organisation Development Theory
Organisation theory is a way of thinking about how organisation related

features can be studied from and implemented with a variety of frames namely
structural, human resource, political and symbolic that provide managers with
information and skills to react to organisational challenges (Daft, 1992). The
researcher believes that strategic organisation development, as interventionist
theory, will assist managers in acting proactively and minimise unintended
consequences such as non-satisfactorily research performance.
Organisation Development is a field of study and practice discipline that is
multifaceted and diverse. Organisation Development applies explicitly well to a
wide array of organisational performance challenges with a variety of interventions
(Van Nistelrooij & Sminia, 2010). Undoubtedly research performance is a current
performance challenge for Another New Research University (ANRU). Reverse
engineered Organisation Development Theory (ODT) with its variety of supporting
theories, is well placed to support the exploration and sensemaking of the external
and internal contextual factors that may hinder or facilitate research performance.
Organisation Development assists managers with a planned, accepted,
standardised action research process, from diagnosing issues through to
addressing and evaluating the corrective action in well-defined structured phases
(Van Tonder, 2008). Roodt and Van Tonder referred to and analysed 18 frequently
used definitions of Organisation Development and then offered the following, very
comprehensive and well thought through, definition:
OD is a scientific discipline and field of practice concerned with
multifaceted change processes, primary of a planned and sustainable
nature, with the purpose of enhancing the adaptive and self-renewing
capabilities of organisation systems in response of, or in anticipation of
shifts in stakeholders’ needs or demands, as reflected by diagnostic data
generated mainly through the application of behavioural science
knowledge and technology and interpreted through collaborative and
collective sensemaking and learning processes facilitated by (a) change
agent(s) and which involve a critical mass of organisational members in a
manner that will ultimately contribute to improve individual, organisational
and societal wellbeing. (Roodt, 2008, p. 55)

The above definition summarises the field of Organisation Development. A
more direct, though still adequate definition is provided by Scherer (2010).
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OD is the application of behavioural science, action research and
systems theory to larger organisations and larger human systems, using
participative processes with all those affected, with the objective of
increasing the internal and external effectiveness of the organisation,
especially in managing change. (p. 92)

The researcher, with due cognisance of these and other definitions, will for
this study define Organisation Development as a meta-theory of people and
systemic theories and practices that guides the improvement of overall
organisational wellbeing, efficiency and effectiveness which integrates behaviour in
structures, systems, and processes with embedded values and principles, through
which the organisation collaboratively interprets and learns. This definition explains
how OD draws on respected theories such as psychology, sociology, economical,
and natural sciences for its application in practice. Organisation Development
meta-theory thus postulates that wellbeing of an organisation can be achieved
through facilitation of recognised business, people, and systemic practices based
on comprehensive theoretical foundations, principles, and humanistic values.
Organisation Development practitioners are divided into two broad camps,
the humanistic and task performance followers. Humanistic advocates have as an
objective to develop people in the organisation to maximise performance. In
contrast, task performance advocates tend to focus on meeting the goals of the
organisation (Mitchell & Sackney, 2015). The latter also led to a movement of
establishing yet another field description of organisation development, namely,
organisation effectiveness (Martins & Coetzee, 2009). However, to be true to the
holistic nature of Organisation Development and the notion of organisational
wellbeing, an integrated approach is needed, such as in a socio-technical
approach (Trist, 1981). Refer Figure 2.1 for a depiction of such an approach. This
approach signifies the holistic, integrative nature of Organisation Development
interventions, necessary to achieve sustainable research performance.
Theory and practice in Organisation Development did not change much
since 1987 with the introduction of appreciative enquiry (Burke, 2018). While
organisations and how they apply workers changed the erstwhile Organisation
Development interventions are just ‘dressed-up’ in new clothes (Kaiser, 2018). The
core principles of Organisation Development are still egalitarian inclusion,
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participation, and freedom of speech to capture employee context during all the
phases of change (Kaiser, 2018). Roodt and van Tonder (2008) summarised the
Organisation Development discipline and practice with the core as foundations,
principles and foci. This core is still premised on a shared, collective engagement
of the issues, with agents of change and the client system intimately collaborating
from the initial conceptualisation of the symptomatic behaviour through to the
shared diagnosis, interpretation and considered collective action in response to
needed change. Burke influenced the field of Organisation Development through
reflective learning, strategic change, positive contributions and critique, the rigour
of scholar-practitioners, leadership, and social dynamics and organisational
systems perspectives (Church & Pasmore, 2020).
Organisation Development embraces a wide array of theories
(Appelbaum, 1997; Lynham et al., 2004). Of those theories, the following are
essential for this research, for example systems, work, organisation learning,
change, social constructivism, social identity and Self Determination Theory (SDT).

2.3

Systems Theory
Systems theory is the foundation of a systemic view of organisations. A

prominent figure in systems theory, Von Bertalanffy (1972) in his biology research,
concluded that research into separate aspects of phenomena does not provide
insight into the interaction between or amongst the parts. He suggested that to
obtain a complete picture of phenomena, the method of analysis should include
investigation of the interaction amongst their parts, and this approach is described
as systems theory.
A university can be considered to be an integrated system consisting of
technical and social systems divided into subsystems namely, technology and task
subsystems, structural subsystems, and psychosocial subsystems, goal
subsystem, culture, external interface and climate (socio-emotional) subsystems
(Friedlander, 1977; Roodt, 2008). Both the referenced authors omitted the climate
subsystem in their diagrams. Climate should be considered as it affects the
motivation and mediates between the needs of the individual and task
requirements (Litwin & Stringer Jr, 1968). Figure 2.1 represents an adapted
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diagram of the suggested socio-technical and subsystems framework in which
researchers can operate.

Figure 2.1: Socio-technical and Subsystems Research Framework. Based on
Friedlander (1977) and Roodt (2008).

This figure illustrates the systemic nature and integrating parts of an
organisation to be kept in mind in exploring organisation phenomena such as the
contextual factors impacting on research performance. Senge (1994) further
argued that the institutionalising of systems thinking provides the basis for the
organisation’s collective understanding and learning. In addition, another prominent
figure (Bronfenbrenner, 1979, 1988, 2005) in the bioecological perspectives of the
human being took his own theory further by applying it to study the development of
the human being in context. Bronfenbrenner in his ecological perspective of human
development argues that development of the individual and thus actions from the
individual is an outcome of the interface between the individual and its environment
and hinges on the proximal and distal distances between the individual and the
environment dependent on the person, but also the context and time involved by
means of five intertwined ecosystems. These ecosystems have lately been linked
to how several universities apply research strategies towards research
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performance (Diezmann, 2018). As such the theories and findings provide insight
into the impact of the internal and external environments on academics and should
explain how the factors have more or less impact on their research performance
distal and proximity distances as referenced by Bronfenbrenner and Ceci (1993),
King and Vaiman (2019) and Myer and Moore (2006). These integrated systems
further evolved in the working environment through work design as highperformance work systems and practices (HPWS & P) that support performance
(Combs et al., 2006; Rabl et al., 2014), such as organisational learning.

2.4

Organisational Learning Theory
Organisational Learning Theory (OLT) refers to organisations in which all

people at all levels persistently and communally strive to produce those things they
want to accomplish, most commonly, through double-loop learning (O'Neil, 1995).
Whereas single-loop learning is intended for changing only outcome behaviour,
double-loop learning reflects on the full process and internalises the improvement,
for example, people behave in accordance with the learning, and enculturation of
organisational learning takes place (Jashapara, 2003; Korth, 2000). Triple loop
learning also questions the values and principles through engaging the whole
system, thus supporting lasting change (Disterheft et al., 2015) and action theory
as a basic premises of OD in learning from failure (Church & Pasmore, 2020;
Simonin, 2017). The Bioecological theory (Bronfenbrenner, 1977, 1979, 2005) links
closely to OLT and triple loop learning. This theory explains the importance of
human development in interrelated systems and levels of specific contexts
(Bronfenbrenner & Ceci, 1993), for example from the interpersonal context, the
meso-system, to external contexts or the exo-system with reciprocal impact over
time. Triple loop learning and human development are of interest in this study as it
assists the diagnosing of tacit knowledge by examining the context systemically
and simultaneously stimulates organisational learning (Dixon, 2017; Peschl, 2007;
Simonin, 2017) for research performance.
OLT has the further aim of creating a learning organisation that could
ensure quick adaptation to change when embedded. Continuous and sustainable
improvement and with an apparent effect on performance are further benefits
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(Murray & Donegan, 2003; Wang & Ahmed, 2003; Yeo, 2003), which is used as
such in OD change initiatives.

2.5

Planned Change Theory
Change is inherent to Organisation Development (OD); hence some

theorists and practitioners refer to Organisation Development and Change (e.g.
Cummings & Worley, 2014). However, the researcher asserts that change is
already encapsulated in the term Organisation Development, its values, principles,
and practices. Organisations initiate different types of change, through new
projects that introduce new systems, processes, and technology, from culture
change to organisational restructurings to mergers and acquisitions. The latter
introduces different team compositions and/or team interactions that require new
skills and ways of working in changed conditions from both individuals and teams
(Zuber-Skerritt, 2002).
As a prominent figure in social and organisational change theory, Kurt
Lewin (1947), introduced a three-step approach to planned organisational change,
namely unfreeze, moving or change, and refreeze. This process explains how
people should be made aware of the need for change, creates a need for the
specific change that is required for an autonomous or volitional perception leading
to acceptance of the change (Gagné et al., 2000), institutionalising the change and
then internalising and creating sustainability for the change (Kaminski, 2011). By
involving people in data-gathering and through feedback, people are made aware
of the situation. By creating an understanding of the need to change it lessens
resistance to change (Straatmann et al., 2016) or even move them towards
improved research performance.
The process of planned change includes Organisation Development
techniques such as brainstorming, data-gathering and survey feedback, stimulating
dialogue, sensemaking, and commitment. Various interventions and approaches
should be considered and implemented in concert such as top-down and bottomup approaches to organisational and systemic change (Davis et al., 2020), with a
particular focus on the culture within the Academy for success (Greer & Shuck,
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2020). Coincidently these techniques are also exemplifying social constructivism
theory in practice.

2.6

Social Constructivism Theory
Some authors use the constructs constructivism, social constructivism and

social constructionism interchangeably, although they are well defined and distinct
different processes (Andrews, 2012).
Constructivism is the individual cognitive process of making sense of
one’s experiences, thus an epistemological view of ‘how we know’ and develop
meaning (Young & Collin, 2004). Social constructivism, on the other hand, has less
interest in the cognitive process, but rather how knowledge and learning are
created and sustained through social interaction. It is anchored in historical and
cultural experiences (Young & Collin, 2004). Young and Collin (2004) also mention
that some authors use a sub-variety of the two constructs, namely, social
constructionism. Social constructionism, which is proposed as a replacement for
social constructivism, suggests that all sensemaking is the result of extensive
social interaction aimed at creating social artefacts from and within the community
(Young & Collin, 2004).
Vygotsky (1980) explains social constructivism in terms of the individual in
interaction with others (social constructivism) on an inter-psychological dimension,
developing solutions and then internalising (constructivism) the learning on an
intra-psychological dimension. Organisational sensemaking involves social
construction as the members of the organisation create new understandings and
learn (Steinbauer et al., 2015). It is from these social learning processes that
individuals internalise work factors, which are of interest in OD approaches for
adapting work processes, habits and motivations that might improve performance.
As such social constructivism is a helpful lens for organisational learning through
which the lived experiences or sensemaking of academics could be interpreted and
explained.
As a meta-theory Organisation Development embraces several theories
that can be applied coherently for optimal impact (Schein, 2005; Wallis, 2010). The
descriptions of the chosen supplementary theories highlight the meta-theoretical
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framework Organisation Development provides and used to frame the proposed
study. Organisation Development expertise can assist in designing interventions
that incorporate these theories suited to the specific context, aspirations, and
performance drives of the institution (Debowski, 2007). At this stage, it is fitting to
alert the reader that several phases constitute the OD value chain; however, only
the diagnosis and feedback phases fit within the exploratory scope of the study.
Nonetheless, to support the interventions and ensure optimal basic needs
satisfaction and thus intrinsically motivated performing employees, it is necessary
to review individual, identity and work theories impacting on motivation.

2.7

The Individual, Identity and Work Theories
It is beyond the scope of the study to explore individual personality

theories in-depth. However, of importance in this study is that individual behaviour
is viewed as a function of personality and context. Lewin et al. (1936) formulated
this behaviour function as f(PS). The formula was expanded by Bronfenbrenner
(1988) to describe the ecological development of the individual as D=f(PE) and the
directional effect of the person on the environment and vice versa. Furthermore, a
reference to the proximity (Merçon‐Vargas et al., 2020) of the environmental
impact experience, or lack thereof, is crucial as it represents the context for the
individual, of interest in this study. This reference also provides an alert for the
importance of definitions used in surveys and the impact on formulas.
Motivation is an individual experience that drives behaviour. This drive is
due to the individual’s identification, needs, knowledge and meaning-making of
particular contexts, such as the work environment (Billig & Tajfel, 1973; Deci &
Ryan, 1985a; Deci & Ryan, 2012; Lewin et al., 2011; Sturman, 2003; Tajfel &
Turner, 1979). The impact of the context determines how employees commit,
identify with their organisation and collectively assisting in creating an organisation
identity (Van Tonder, 2011). They also craft jobs which not only deters
dissatisfaction but also support professional identity (Cohen, 2006; Cohen & VeledHecht, 2010; Jiang et al., 2019; Pratt et al., 2006; Skinner et al., 2018; Willetts &
Clarke, 2014).
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However, in the changing landscape of higher education, academics are
not always sure what their roles or identities are (Clegg, 2008; Kumar, 2020; White,
2012) and need robust introspection to manage interdisciplinary and balancing role
expectations (Debowski, 2012). Within universities, one finds academics that have
discipline-specific expertise which provides them with the passion for teaching the
subject. Some of these academics do have professional accreditations and teach
others for accreditation that makes their commitment to the professional identity
quite durable (Snyder & Spreitzer, 1984; van Lankveld et al., 2017). Not all
academics are inclined to research, whereas others enjoy both teaching and
research (Boyd & Smith, 2016; Brew et al., 2015; Guerin, 2013). Teaching and
research could be viewed as professional sub-identities of an academic. There is a
need to create an environment where academics are comfortable with their
teaching and research professional sub-identities (Anikina et al., 2019) as well as
their overall professional identity. A robust researcher identity could lead to
improved research performance (Prinsloo, 2014).
However, robust identification with research needs to be supported by the
university’s internal environment or context through appropriate work design. Work
design (Hackman & Oldham, 1976; Parker, 2014) is supported by theories
describing job demands and resources and control (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017;
Karasek Jr, 1979). The autonomous management of job demands and resources
and control, together with opportunities of job crafting, that is alignment with their
expectations of work, could lead to improved job satisfaction (Masood et al., 2020;
Smerek & Peterson, 2007). Job satisfaction can impact and satisfies basic
psychological needs (Thibault-Landry & Whillans, 2019) and leads to motivated
workers (Deci et al., 2017) applying a Self-Determination Theory (SDT) lens.

2.8

Self-Determination Theory (SDT)
While SDT proposes that satisfaction of the three basic psychological

needs of competence, autonomy, and relatedness supports enhanced
performance, the denial of those needs could hamper their sense of agency,
creativity and wellbeing (Deci & Ryan, 1985a; Deci & Ryan, 2000; Gagné & Deci,
2005; Ryan & Deci, 2000a). It is essential for professionals in developing
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organisations, such as researchers, scholars, leaders, managers and practitioners,
to understand the contribution of motivation towards an individual’s and institution’s
performance in areas such as research. This relational impact of motivation on
individual and individual on the organisation in context is implicit in the adoption of
widespread different performance management systems and practices, as it is
assumed that the more highly motivated and productive the employee, the higher
the effectiveness of the organisation (Brewer & Selden, 2000; Combs et al., 2006;
Rico et al., 2016; Urdan, 2001; Van Knippenberg, 2000).
Self-Determination Theory (SDT) consisting of six mini theories is a wellknown macro theory of individual motivation with a fundamental premise that
intrinsic motivation or motivation from within the individual is vital in facilitating selfdetermination (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Ryan & Deci, 2017). Intrinsic motivation stems
from those internal forces that drive an individual’s behaviour, while external
extrinsic motivation involves forces stemming from the context in which the
individual performs (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Dyer & Parker, 1975). SDT is well
researched, with a focus on essential aspects such as the impact of the social
environment on the motivation, affect, wellbeing, job characteristics, and job
resource demands, in the workplace (Deci & Ryan, 2008; Gagné & Deci, 2005;
Ryan & Deci, 2017). Motivation and personal growth occur when individuals are
nurtured in meeting these needs (Deci & Ryan, 2000a), which could lead to
fostering a professional identity through an improved sense of belonging to social
and professional groups. This thesis does not attempt to explore the in-depth and
vast SDT knowledge available and explained by the continuum from amotivation to
intrinsic motivation (Deci & Ryan, 1985b; Ryan & Connell, 1989; Ryan & Deci,
2000b), but does take cognisance of the fact that individuals may encounter
discordant feelings with approach-approach and or avoidance conflicts with
potential impacts on their role identity[s] (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Dyer & Parker, 1975;
Ryan & Deci, 2017).
An individual develops intrinsic or extrinsic motivation and reward
commitment from and identifying with a role (Snyder & Spreitzer, 1984) or vice
versa as the social environment could also impact the researcher’s professional
identity (Ghazanfari et al., 2018). An abundance of research building on social
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identity from the seminal work of Tajfel and Turner (1979) followed. Identity work
expanded into organisations on a spectrum of how the individual defines
themselves to work identities in strategic partnerships (Driver, 2018; Ellemers et
al., 2004; Pratt et al., 2006; Ungureanu et al., 2019). Further research includes the
individual’s identification with their work and satisfaction (Jiang et al., 2019; Skinner
et al., 2018; Van Knippenberg, 2000; Willetts & Clarke, 2014) and stemming from
that some research is available on the sub-identities of academic, professional
identity in Higher Education namely teaching (van Lankveld et al., 2017) and
research (Åkerlind, 2008; White, 2012). From these studies, one can surmise that
multiple identities exist in the workplace and that academics not only may struggle
with authenticity between teaching and researcher identities but also their
professional accredited roles in addition to their family roles. In authenticity, within
multiple identity roles, research Caza et al. (2017) found amongst others that
people are mentally drained and suffer cognitive fragmentation in their attempts to
be authentic in complex work contexts with multiple identity expectations. Draining
of emotional energy supports finding by Norris (2016) that where people struggled
with work-related identity conflict, it could lead to psychological distress. Distress
and the role it has in the level of personal satisfaction impact on subsequent
performance (Judge & Bono, 2001a) responsibilities such as research.

2.9

Research Performance
Performance is defined as the competence or effectiveness of a person or

thing in performing an action or the capabilities, productivity, or success of a
person when measured against a standard (Proffitt, 2016). Failure in performance
directly leads to a lack of competitive advantage (ALDamoe et al., 2013). It is
therefore essential for academics, researchers, scholars, leaders, managers, and
practitioners to understand what contributions, such as individual performance,
could contribute to improved organisational performance.
Within the research literature, there is a lack of consensus regarding
definitions for research performance, research productivity and research output.
Universities often define research output as research activities completed and
made public through publication (Hoffmann et al., 2015). The lack of consensus is
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perhaps because research output, performance and productivity are mostly not
well-defined (e.g., Cattaneo et al., 2014). The terms are furthermore used
interchangeably in research publications (Auranen & Nieminen, 2010). According
to Teodorescu (2000, p. 206), research productivity in academia is often defined as
a “self-reported number of journal articles and chapters in academic books; the
respondent published in the three years before reporting”. This definition of
productivity is based on research outputs and neglects research inputs such as
time, resources, and grants, which are often part of the productivity formulae.
Although Bland et al. (2002) utilised the construct productivity and referred to
previous studies that did not use accepted definitions or measures for productivity,
a definition for the construct is not evident in their seminal work. There are clear
distinctions amongst the constructs; they should be reported, and definitions, with
the exact formulae, acknowledged as such for comparative studies.
The definition of research used by Excellence in Research Australia
(ERA) states “Research is defined as the creation of new knowledge and/or the
use of existing knowledge in a new and creative way to generate new concepts,
methodologies and understandings” (Commonwealth of Australia, 2012, p. 3).
Indicators of research activity, based on the ERA definition, at Another New
Research University include research income (various types), research training
completions, research engagement and research outputs. Another New Research
University further distinguishes between the quantity and quality of outputs at a
standard. It is thus fair to refer to research outputs at ANRU as research
performance against a standard.
Data from individual performance management provides more conclusive
evidence of the link between individual and organisational performance. Robust
performance management systems hold employees accountable for behaviours
which, in turn, increase organisational performance. From a meta-analysis of 92
studies, small but significant correlations between reliable performance
management systems and organisational performance of .15 (p<.01) are reported
(Combs et al., 2006). It could, therefore, be accepted that individual researcher
performance will contribute to their school performance which in turn will contribute
to their institution’s research performance.
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Several studies investigated research performance and or research
productivity institution-wide (Tekneci, 2014; Wissing et al., 2002) or focussed on
specific departments (Brocato & Mavis, 2005; Soutar et al., 2015). Some reviewed
factors and its effect (Dundar & Lewis, 1998; Edgar & Geare, 2013; Wilton & Ross,
2017) or the standard and expectation (Hardré & Cox, 2009) that impact on
research performance. Others focused on an aspect such as women in research
(Dever & Morrison, 2009; Isfandyari-Moghaddam et al., 2012) or specific aspects
such as motivation and stress (Bailey, 1999; Martin-Sardesai & Guthrie, 2018;
Yusoff et al., 2013). However, less research has investigated the impact of external
factors on research performance, and to the researcher’s knowledge none on the
differences between Humanities and Sciences in a young university, that is a
university established in the last 50 years.
Young universities are typically lacking published research in volume,
quality, and impact (Khor & Yu, 2016). Research impact is viewed as the influence
of research on the broader economic, social, environmental domains and
academia (Kane, 2013; Penfield et al., 2014). Currently, the impact of research
performance is evident from research-intensive and some mature universities as
depicted on research and reputation rankings (Douglass, 2014). Usually, young
universities do not feature on these rankings and hence become less competitive,
with a growing gap between older, research-intensive universities and young
universities (Beerkens, 2013).
In addition, some young universities might also serve a broader cross-section of
the population, which is evident in developing countries such as Africa (Singh,
2011), with smaller budgets, larger classes per academic and higher teaching
loads that provide less time for research (Pifer et al., 2014; Rørstad & Aksnes,
2015). These factors, impacting on research, are examples of contextual factors
within institutions. The environment young universities operate in become even
more complicated (Lund, 2019) than research-intensive universities with the impact
of a broader array of contextual factors.
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2.10

Contextual Factors
The Latin word contextus, which means to weave, gave rise to the word

‘context’ that hints at the interwoven range of factors influencing activity (Edwards
& Steins, 1999). Context matters due to its inherent interconnectivity of present
factors (Friemel, 2008) such as the influence of values and norms on employees
found by Vine (2019) which could influence a research climate and culture.
Earlier research viewed context separated as the outer (economic, social,
political and sector aspects) and inner (organisational structures, culture and
political aspects) context which dynamically affect the entities (Edwards & Steins,
1999; Kronsbein et al., 2014; Pettigrew et al., 2001). Contextual factors could thus
be defined as those entwined, internal and external, factors systemically impacting
the organisation and its people.
Johns (2006) asserts that the impact of context, which has a controlling
and defined effect on research outputs, is not adequately recognised or
appreciated in organisational behaviour studies by researchers. This assertion is
supported for the case of higher education institutions where context variations are
not well researched and might even have received lesser attention in such studies
(Hardré & Cox, 2009) or focused on research-intensive universities (Janger et al.,
2019). This inattention to the impact of context could be due to a lack of a holistic
view of the internal and external interaction of context.
Wissing et al. (2002) found that numerous factors thwarted research
performance, particularly in the work context domain. This finding might be an
indication that while the internal work context domain has not yet been solved,
institutions lack focus on the more distal yet important external contextual factors.

2.10.1

External Contextual Factors
Various studies describe external contextual factors as those that could

affect the entity from the outside, for example, the broader social, political,
economic factors from within the same institutional sector that the entity operates
(Edwards & Steins, 1999; Pettigrew et al., 2001; Whiteley, 2005). Government
bodies and governments could be influenced by stakeholders. These stakeholders
like leaders and pressure groups could thus direct decision-maker and essential
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external community influences for policy (Whiteley, 2005). However, the art of
politics or influencing is two-directional. Individuals’ norms, values and behaviours
are shaped by the influences of the community and vice versa (Whiteley, 2005). It
thus stands to argue that individuals can influence Governments (Harman, 2005b)
and vice versa. Stakeholders and external contextual factors that may influence
research performance are discussed next.

2.10.1.1 External Stakeholders
There is a traditional stakeholder role expectation driven by government
and communities. The role of universities from an external (and internal, e.g.
mission and niche markets) perspective creates the context within which a
university operates. Traditional sandstone universities were initially created with a
core mission being the independent pursuit, conservation and dissemination of
knowledge commonly referred to as teaching, which set the basis for future
universities (Boulton & Lucas, 2011; Pinheiro et al., 2015). A second mission,
namely research for knowledge creation, emerged. The research mission was
extended and followed by a third mission: that is, a contribution to global social,
cultural and economic wellbeing (Pinheiro et al., 2015). Governments respond to
these global challenges by introducing policies that drive university funding, such
as for research, in ways that address the challenges (Australian Government,
2015b; Etzkowitz & Stevens, 1998). Trade Unions are concerned about job
security and the wellbeing of staff and in particular casualisation of the workforce
and the impact of the teaching and services expectations on research (McCarron,
2020). Influences from stakeholders could impact and shapes international,
national, and internal university competitiveness, reputation, practices and policies.

2.10.1.2 Research Policy and Funding
University research funding is heavily impacted by policy reforms from
Governments seeking to fund research that influences national social and
economic development (Pinheiro et al., 2015). The Australian Research Council
(ARC), established in 1946, remains an essential agent in Government research
policy and funding. The ARC administers the National Competitive Grants
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programme and was given an enhanced role in 1999, which included oversight of
Excellence in Research for Australia (ERA). Excellence in Research for Australia is
tasked with the quality evaluation of research produced by universities, and this
impacts on the research grant awards to universities (Australian Research Council,
2015). The ARC’s involvement in allocating grants according to predetermined
national criteria, and the subsequent impact on universities, is an example of an
external contextual factor in the university sector.
Since 1950, with the Mills Committee (Jackson, 2003) reporting on
finances in the university sector, the Australian Government has had a substantial
impact on Australian education and research. Several Acts, such as The Higher
Education Act 1988, the Australian Research Council Act 2001 (Jackson, 2003),
and the Higher Education Support Act (HESA) 2003 form the basis of the
Commonwealth’s research funding model.
Funding schemes for Higher Education are facilitated by the Higher
Education Support Act (HESA) 2003 as amended in March 2014. The research
block grant (RBG) funding comprises several schemes, each with a specific
purpose, and is governed by conditions such as eligibility, Commonwealth Grant
Scheme Guidelines, quality and accountability requirements, funding agreements
and compacts, student contribution and tuition fees. The allocations are according
to performance-based formulae using inputs from research income, research
publications, research student load, and total research student completions. Table
2.1 summarises the research block grants available to Australian universities as at
2015.
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Table 2.1: Summary: Research Block Grants And Related Schemes (Australian
Government, 2015a; Australian Government DET., 2014b)

No

Grant
Research Training Scheme

Purpose of the grant
To fund the teaching of higher degree by research

1
(RTS)
Joint Research Engagement
2

(JRE)

(HDR) students and incentivise their completions.
To encourage and support collaborative research
undertakings between universities, industry and
end-users.

Joint Research Engagement
(JRE) Cadetships
3

To support HDR studies and those students
participating in a Cadetship with Businesses that
requires the student to be involved in R&D
Activities that are eligible for support under the
R&D Tax Incentive Scheme.

Sustainable Research

4

To support higher education providers’ (HEPs)

Excellence in Universities

Australian competitive grant (ACG) research with

(SRE)

supporting HEPs research and research
capability.

Research Infrastructure Block To maintain and strengthen Australia’s knowledge
5

Grants (RIBG)

base and research capabilities by developing the
infrastructure required to support research.

International Postgraduate
6

Research Scholarships

postgraduate students to areas of research

(IPRS)

strength in HEPs and Australia's research effort.

Australian Postgraduate
Awards (APA)
7

To attract and support top quality international

To support postgraduate research training and
provide financial support to postgraduate
students of exceptional research promise who
undertake their higher degree by research at an
eligible Australian higher education provider.
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The most notable impact on Higher Education (HE) has been the
Research Training Scheme or RTS (Kemp, 1999). The RTS supports PhD and
Master students and provides block grants according to a fixed formula of weighted
Higher Degrees by Research completions, total research income and research
publications (Kemp, 1999). Universities’ research training practices and policies
were radically revised in response to the RTS to ensure higher completion rates
and to secure funding from the scheme. It is evident from the large number of
funds that universities receive from this scheme that government policy has
influenced how universities view their research mission. The reasoning behind the
introduction of the RTS was to incentivise completion of Higher Degrees by
Research that impact on the socio-economic development of Australia and is a
factor external to universities that has impacted strongly on organisational priorities
and practices. The research block grant programs were replaced by the
streamlined Research Training Program (RTP) and the Research Support Program
(RSP) at the start of 2017 (Australian Government, 2017).
The continued impact from Government policy and funding is evident in
the research funding and policy review the Australian Government announced in
2015 (Pyne, 2015). The terms of reference of the Government’s Agenda for Action
under the Boosting the Commercial Returns from Research strategy guided review
(Australian Government DET., 2014a; Department of the Prime Minister and
Cabinet, 2014; Pyne, 2015). The Government of the day accepted all 28
recommendations of the Watt Review into research policy and funding. The review
provided advice to the Government concerning the quality of university research
that fosters engagement with industry and commercialisation. This review also
considered the development of engagement metrics, assessing the impact of
research on socio-economic development, which drove funding (Australian
Government, 2015a; Birmingham, 2016). This Governmental impact is an external
contextual driver and a bold move from the Australian Government to ensure that
they provide funding programs to universities that deliver on their third mission.
This external driver, in turn, focuses internal perception and actions onto research
performance. Universities will not only have to deliver high output in credible
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journals but also ensure a high quality of research (Prinsloo, 2014). As such,
research is a core mission of universities (Soutar et al., 2015).

2.10.1.3 University Rankings
Historically universities were ranked in terms of their longstanding
institutional reputation. Traditional ranking systems usually include measures such
as research, teaching, community impact (Montesinos et al., 2008) reputation and
alumni outcomes and may have limitations that should be considered (Hanover
Research, 2015; Wilsdon, 2015). Some ranking systems might be biased. For
instance, the measures used in traditional rankings overvalue sandstone
universities, thus creating a negative bias towards tertiary institutions in developing
countries (Douglass, 2014; Hanover Research, 2015). An increased rank in the
traditional system is boosted by research performance which could be because of
an increased research funding (Hanover Research, 2015). In contrast, multidimensional and user-driven rankings are becoming more prevalent (Hanover
Research, 2015). They are popular due to graded indicators which allow users to
decide on factors of importance to them (Hanover Research, 2015).
Ranking contributes significantly to the reputation of a university; however,
the metrics driving the rankings are questionable, and research is needed to
ensure, amongst others that performance is measured correctly (Wilsdon, 2015).
University rankings systems are driven by comparator data such as publication
citations and the impact factors of journals in which researchers published
(Baldock, 2013; Coulthard & Keller, 2016; Komotar, 2019; Muñoz-Suárez et al.,
2020). Research performance is one of the key performance indicators for global
(Stratilatis, 2014) and national ranking systems. Others include (a) number of
global prizes, (b) citations and awards, (c) number of papers published, (d)
average per individual research performance, (e) peer reviews, and (f) staff-student
ratio (Rust & Kim, 2012). Without defining performance Roberts (2019) indicates
that performativity, production and accountability is a process of transforming
knowledge as an object of economic value. He further questioned the validity of
performance metrics, especially in relation to the definition of quality in relation to
“by whom, what, and in what ways; and under which circumstances and contexts”.
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The researcher agrees with these notions about the rigour that needs to apply to
metrics in terms of quality and quantity aligned to the specific context of the
research. Such rigour, developed by the research community (Gavriş, 2020) could
ensure that knowledge creation does not become simply a tool for purely economic
gain.
Despite the disagreement on the compilation and methodology of these
rankings (Stratilatis, 2014), they do act as a forceful reputational external driver of
internal policy. Reputation and performance are linked (Sroufe & GopalakrishnaRemani, 2019) and an essential influencing lever for high ranking institutions (Uslu,
2017). Innovative research and competent researchers attract grants and improve
reputation. Rankings are essential building blocks for a reputation (Marginson,
2007) whereas citations and reputation are used as metrics in determining
rankings and reputation. These positive ranking and reputation facilitate healthy,
motivated researchers (Ball & Crawford, 2020; Wu, 2020) and research teams
(DeChurch & Mesmer-Magnus, 2010). Motivated people are more satisfied and
performance indicators show improvement when their basic psychological needs
(BPN) such as competence and relatedness are fulfilled (Baard et al., 2004; Deci
et al., 2001). Reputation then attracts international collaboration and better
researchers, which again build a reputation, and increases research performance
(Kwiek, 2015a) which should lead to improved rankings.

2.10.1.4 The Case for Competitiveness
Higher population growth required more universities to fulfil growing
educational needs. This need resulted in newer universities who do not have the
same reputation, research culture and resources as older universities. In a more
commercialised and competitive environment, these universities compete poorly
for researcher resources and become less attractive for researchers, students and
industry partners. This competition widens the gap between young universities and
established research-intensive universities (Marginson, 2006).
Competition from the global market is thus another external factor in that
universities compete for students, researchers, and industry research grants. In
contrast, non-university research institutions compete for researchers and research
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grants. Knowledge contribution to the world community creates a reputation for
Australian researchers who are then in demand for overseas posts. Competition,
as an external contextual factor, forces research universities to improve their
ranking position by succeeding with strategies and policies that optimise their
position (Marginson, 2007). To stay competitive universities, need to globalise,
adopt the language of business, and commercialise. All of this is needed while
performing the core educational missions of universities, including the pursuit of
knowledge (Gaffikin & Perry, 2009).
The improved ranking also allows universities to compete for top
researchers and research talent (Marginson, 2007). However, universities on the
fringes, of the core of high-ranking universities, need massive reform measures to
catch up on the ranking ladder (Rust & Kim, 2012). This reform could be built on
sound foundations with policies informed by research evidence about key
contextual factors as a critical ingredient.

2.10.2

Work Context Factors
A wide range of other internal organisational factors could affect research

performance (Rørstad & Aksnes, 2015). Contextual factors such as complexity and
changes in the individual domain could impact on the individual’s performance. For
example, close monitoring can affect predisposed individuals’ performance
(Rietzschel et al., 2014). Research performance is further impacted by factors such
as competing demands, structures, systems, (Aiston & Jung, 2015; Bellas &
Toutkoushian, 1999), age [which is different from career progression or tenure],
workload, mentoring and funding (Afshar et al., 2011; Beerkens, 2013; Rodriguez
et al., 1999).
Research literature and models relating to researcher productivity, such
as Finkelstein (1984), Creswell (1985), Dundar and Lewis (1998), Teodorescu
(2000) and Brocato and Mavis (2005) are useful. However, they are not specific
enough to direct further improvement of a faculty’s research productivity (Bland et
al., 2005). An example is the lack of reference to researcher identity (Prinsloo,
2014) or even organisational identity (Van Tonder, 2011) both playing a role in
shaping performance. It seems neither has been explored within different contexts
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nor specific locations to clearly understand the relation of these constructs to
contextual factors and/or the impact on each other.
Contextual factors have generally been studied within frameworks in
which their interaction and how they enable and constrain research performance
are mostly not integrated into a comprehensive, holistic framework. Furthermore,
the base model (Bland et al., 2002) which informed some of these studies
seemingly does not stem from a proper qualitative approach, but rather aspects
taken from literature reviews, without indicating if this list is comprehensive or valid
for the specific university or faculty. These aspects were included in three broad
internal contextual constructs, namely individual-, institutional- and leadership
features in the model of Bland et al. (2002). Although Bland et al. (2002) searched
for a systemic model, no reference is made of how external contextual aspects
may affect internal contextual aspects or personal characteristics in the suggested
model and thus research performance.
Although studies in research performance have gained momentum since
the 1970s (Hedjazi & Behravan, 2011), research leaders’ limited understanding of
contextual factors such as researcher development and acknowledgement of the
complexity, width and multidimensionality of research development (Evans, 2012;
Hedjazi & Behravan, 2011) is lacking. Tekneci (2014) suggested, after a
comprehensive quantitative study of 94 universities, that the university culture,
management practices and capabilities are probably the most critical factors in
higher research performance. The challenge with the Tekneci (2014) report is that
the study accepted some indicators from a mix of previous qualitative and
quantitative studies as a basis to determine what factors drive research
performance. This was done without mentioning if this list is complete or even if it
was a good fit for the sample of universities. A similar exploration study was
completed by Wissing et al. (2002) after possible factors were brainstormed and
vetted by a pilot group of academic staff for a short survey in which 237 out of their
457 staff members participated. The results revealed inhibiting factors such as
limited time, work overload and a lack of support. Competence was not offered as
an inhibiting factor except on the lower levels, which also showed a need for
mentoring.
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The lack of validated data could also be indicative of the impact of context
and the fact that those factors influencing research performance are mostly not
well understood, studied or assessed (Bland et al., 2002) within a well-designed
framework, model or theory (Isfandyari-Moghaddam et al., 2012). This lack of a
comprehensive understanding of this phenomenon could also be real for
particularly young universities in Australia (Harman, 2005a). Bland et al. (2005)
and Harman (2005a) reported the lack of a cohesive theoretical framework through
specific theoretical lenses and their inconclusive theoretical frameworks. Research
gaps concerning factors such as appointment types and culture were also reported
as lacking in the research performance domain (Bland et al., 2006). These
potential gaps in research and suggestions show the need for further research
culminating into an integrated research performance framework.
Even though several aspects of research performance have been
investigated, there are still questions about the source of the contextual factors,
and individual attributes and how they impact performance. For example, the study
of national context and the uniqueness of young universities are omitted mainly in
known frameworks of academics’ performance. Furthermore, the lack of
connecting relationships in academic research performance with other constructs
is questioned by Horodnic and Zait (2015). Brew et al. (2015) suggest that more
qualitative research is needed to explore the concept of a research identity. This
suggestion further begs the question of how comprehensive and/or institutionspecific the current knowledge, about contextual factors and individual attributes
impacting on research performance, is.
Current research performance is thus generally studied, at complex
institutions, within a framework of which the contextual factors and individual
attributes, which enable and constrain research performance and their interaction
in a systemic way, are mostly not comprehensively understood. An exploration
towards a systemic view of the phenomenon, to enable ANRU (and perhaps other
young universities in Australia and the globe), to obtain higher research
performance is needed. To address the complexity, the challenge should be
approached with an appropriate theoretical framework with data obtained from a
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grounded, interpretivist, constructivist study to explore and determine the most
positive and negative influential factors that impact on research performance.
The work context integration with the individual context, through identity
and characteristics, was researched in other settings. Especially for young
universities, top rankings are necessary to build a reputation which is possible
through appointing academics with suitable profiles that fit the role characteristics,
e.g. resilience (Bakker et al., 2010; Bernabé & Botia, 2015; Hackman & Oldham,
1976; Judge & Bono, 2001a). These role characteristics should further suit the
personal accepted identity (Billot, 2010; Colbeck, 2008) and sub-identities of the
individual with scientific job design principles (Hackman, 2003; Parker et al., 2019;
Parker, 2014; Parker et al., 2017). Proper job design should ensure sufficient
resources to meet the expectations for the job (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Billot,
2010; Brew et al., 2018a; Colbeck, 2008; Hackman, 2003; Hakanen et al., 2008;
Parker et al., 2019; Parker, 2014; Parker et al., 2017) and provide an experience
that role incumbents are in control (Karasek Jr, 1979; Murayama, 2012; Parkitny &
McAuley, 2010) and or being able to craft their roles (Bakker et al., 2012; Brew et
al., 2018b; Tims & Parker, 2020). The quoted research, showing the relation of
work context with individual context, support this researcher's drive for a more
comprehensive integrated focus on which and how the perceived contextual
factors impact research performance at ANRU.

2.10.3

Individual Context Factors
A holistic integrated research performance theoretical framework should

consider individual context factors and their interaction with one another and other
contexts. Relevant, extant literature in the individual domain is reported next.
Research productivity is influenced by several individual factors such as
personal characteristics of faculty members including age, gender, civil status,
educational attainment, academic rank, the field of specialization, teaching load,
number of years in teaching, and research experience according to Quimbo and
Sulabo (2014). Again, coinciding with Suson et al. (2020), these factors were not
determined within the specific context of the institution. Quimbo and Sulabo (2014
and); Suson et al. (2020) mentioned institutional factors and omitted external
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factors. Institutional and external factors could influence, be influenced, and create
a contextual social environment.
Vekeman et al. (2018) noted the importance of congruence between the
contextual social environment, within which educators operate, and their
characteristics for their job satisfaction. Job satisfaction was measured by
dimensions such as research climate, commitment, and motivation constituting the
social context and found crucial for academic performance (de Lourdes MachadoTaylor et al., 2016). Job satisfaction could enhance the motivational levels of the
person (Vallerand, 2000; Vallerand et al., 2008) that could lead to wellbeing
(Manganelli et al., 2018; Seipel & Larson, 2018) or ill health (Barkhuizen et al.,
2014; Bianchi & Brisson, 2019; Manganelli et al., 2018; Pignata et al., 2018; Seipel
& Larson, 2018). The individuals’ mental health impact performance (Deci et al.,
2017; Judge et al., 2001b) and eventually impact reputation and rankings
(Montesinos et al., 2008).
Another individual performance contributor, age, was reported in a metaanalysis (Sturman, 2003). The meta-analysis, however, supports the notion of age
as a malleable performance contributor differing from person to person and in
different contexts. As such age should not be generalisable across all job contexts.
Research exploring the experience of the work-family interface (WFI) of
the research population and the impact on longstanding career success is deficient
(Beigi et al., 2017). Beigi et al. (2017) reported that sound WFI contributes to
research performance, but WFI consists of a significant broader body of aspects of
which all the contextual interrelations are not explored yet and have a reciprocal
relationship with Work-life balance (WLB).
WLB is a state of equilibrium between the demands of work and other
aspects of life, typically leisure occupations (Molineux, 2017). Well-resourced jobs
and incumbent-fit could facilitate the necessary WLB (Dorenkamp & Ruhle, 2019)
and minimise WFI (Dorenkamp & Ruhle, 2019), which could lead to job satisfaction
(Crick et al., 2019). Work-life balance is further seen as the balance the worker
strikes in the work-family domain (Wayne et al., 2007).
Academics from families where there are no dependent children are
finding it easier to integrate their research with their home lives or being away from
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home for research (Beigi et al., 2017). In contrast to work-life balance, work-life
integration is viewed the concordant integration of a person’s work domain with all
other personal domains and more specifically the family domain (Ibrahim,
Sabariah, et al., 2016; Ibrahim, Yussof, et al., 2016).
When individuals cannot integrate their work and family life successfully,
they can experience work-family conflict (Heery & Noon, 2008) which impact job
satisfaction in turn together with an all-encompassing context consideration
(Crossley, 2010; Friemel, 2008; Lund, 2019; Warr & Inceoglu, 2018). The absence
of satisfying any or combination of the work and/or family needs can cause
amongst others stress. On the other hand, the needs fulfilment research of Deci
and Ryan (2012) confirmed that experiencing motivational components such as
passion, joy, and fun promote research performance. These needs and their
subsequent effects can be explained through a Self-Determination Theory (SDT)
lens.
Crick et al. (2019) hypothesised a mediation SDT model of support
variables (factors) obtained from a COACHE data set versus a sample of full-time
non-tenure-track faculty members’ job satisfaction as a primary wellbeing and
performance indicator. They found evidence for the mediation role of two of the
basic psychological needs proposed by SDT but did not include the external
environment.

2.11

Summary and Conceptual Framework
From the literature review, it is apparent that the contextual factors

enabling, and constraining research performance are complex and have not been
explored sufficiently to claim that the subject is well understood particularly in
young universities. Current research performance models, including Bland et al.
(2005), do not shed any light on the multiple factors from the external environment
that impact on the institution through to the individual researcher’s capacity to
publish.
The literature review further confirms the potential of the integrated and
reciprocal individual, social, systems and practices contexts impacting
performance. The compounded impact of these contexts could also affect the
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individual’s mental state and performance and eventually research reputation and
rankings.
The conclusion is that studies in research performance did not lay a sound
foundation with qualitative research such as a phenomenological lens and never
through an integrated theoretical motivational lens such as self-determination
theory (Ryan & Deci, 2017). Furthermore, strategies for research performance
have lacked a systems theory approach or organisation learning and planned
change theories and demonstrates a lack of integrative and holistic studies based
on solid theoretical underpinnings to improve research performance.
To improve the effectiveness and ensure increased research performance
at ANRU, the contextual factors impacting on research performance need to be
established from the research experiences of academics. This experience should
be investigated within the existing milieu, within a methodology that explores the
multiple, psychosocial, and technical, realities of these academics’ research lives
from an interrelated systems perspective.
Figure 2.2 presents a conceptual framework, derived from the reviewed
literature, which shows how research performance may be enhanced or
constrained by contextual factors from the internal and external environments.

Figure 2.2: Conceptual, Systemic, Research Performance Model
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This tentative conceptual framework attempts to illustrate the integrated
coexistence, interaction, and influence of the constructs with and upon each other,
viewed through an Organisation Development lens.
The conceptual framework shows the variables, not an extensive list,
within the external (amber), internal (yellow), and personal (blue) contexts that are
expected to influence individual and institutional research performance. The arrows
(blue) also show the multidirectional influence and potential impact the variables
might have on each other. The arrow illustrations do not exclude other direct or
indirect influences any of the variables might have on one another.
People’s behaviours within organisations are explained by various
theories and Organisation Development, as a meta-theory, attempts to deliver a
holistic and integrated approach to improve the work lives of individuals and the
organisations in which they work. Academics’ research performance, driven by
individual attributes, is impacting on the school’s performance they work in, which
impact on the Institution’s performance and subsequently reputation and
sustainability.
Current research performance models are not comprehensively presented
or researched. The exploration of this phenomenon with a systemic view and
strong theoretical framing has the potential to inform interventions that could
improve research performance at ANRU and perhaps at other young universities.
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Chapter 3: The ANRU Context and Methodology

3.1

Introduction
Chapter 1 provided an overview of the focus, problem, rationale, purpose,

research questions and significance of this empirical study. Chapter 2 reviewed
extant relevant research literature to highlight the significance of the research
questions, summarise and evaluate previous research and provide a conceptual
framework to guide the research.
This Chapter aims to shape and substantiate the methodological
approach used in this study. The Chapter begins with the Another Research
University's (ANRU) contexts, the researcher’s scientific worldview, a brief
philosophical and methodological overview, followed by the methodology, a
research design, participants’ description, the procedure for obtaining data, the
data collection methods and analysis as well as the ethics protocol. This research
process aims to illuminate the contextual factors that hinder or facilitate research
performance at a young university such as ANRU.

3.2

ANRU Context
For an improved understanding of the context in which academics perform

research at ANRU, it is necessary to be aware of its origins, the impact of different
Vice-Chancellors (VCs) and the Institutional view at the time of the study.
ANRU was established through an amalgamation of colleges and thus
become one of the new universities in 1991. ANRU is thus defined as a Young
University under the age of 50. By the time of this research ANRU featured as a
top University under 50 years old in The Times Higher Education 150 Under 50
Rankings. Various VCs, through their leadership, implemented strategies and
initiatives with different foci to improve the performance and reputation of ANRU.
As for several other young universities on this top-ranking list, ANRU is known for
its teaching and learning in several disciplines, but rather unknown for its research
outputs in publications for a more significant number of disciplines.
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VC1 incorporated a new Academic Department in the same year as
appointed. VC2 showed teaching intentions with a simulcast lecture to an
international campus in 1993. In 1994 the first off-campus graduation was held
offshore. An initial focus on broadening the academic profile of the university to
include not only education, but also business studies, arts, and sciences was
evident. The period of the beforementioned VCs in office emphasised a focus on
teaching and learning. VC3 established an Office of Research, a Graduate
Research Office and broadened the academic profile to include a wide range of
higher degrees by research in the late 1990s and early 2000s. VC4 consolidated
faculties and established an Associate Dean Research, and an Associate Dean
Higher Degrees position in each faculty, the establishment of high-level research
centres was also achieved together with policy and HR settings that placed greater
emphasis on research and clarified research activity through frameworks in the first
decade of the 2000s. VC3 and VC4 had a sharper focus on research than the
previous mentioned VCs. In the second decade of the 2000s, the faculty model
was dismantled into an academic department-based structure managed as to the
new VC’s expectations. This period intensified the focus on research with no lesser
expectations towards teaching and learning.
Inferred from the above, one can detect that from the late 1990s a greater
emphasis was placed on research, but it was more recently that the focus on
research performance was highlighted. This emphasis on the research focus could
be found in the heightened awareness of the competitive nature of the Higher
Education (HE) environment, caused by amongst other factors, lesser funding
support from Government. The emphasis was further institutionalised by a mantra
from the research directorate, which predicated a whole of institution approach in
research and keywords in research such as knowledge translation, capacity and
culture, collaboration, and training.
With the backdrop of this Institution's context, it is also worthwhile to have
insight into the researcher's scientific world view.

Page 38 of 355

3.3

The Researcher’s Scientific World view
Morgan (2007) strongly suggests that it is necessary to state what is

contained in a worldview, which will focus on and shape one's thoughts about the
research topic. Researchers plan and conduct their research within research
paradigms that are embedded in the philosophy and constructed by ontology
(study what is), epistemology (knowing what is) and the methodology
(philosophical principles underlying data-gathering and analysis) through their
specific paradigm lens.
This researcher’s broad paradigm of multiple realities is being shaped by
his social, psychological, and organisational exposures, as argued by Heidegger
(1971). This paradigm holds that personal and organisational life theories and
frameworks, which are work in progress, are renewed continuously through social
learning and embedded in the organisation. This paradigm includes how we as
unique individuals experience and make sense of being in our world, which fits well
with phenomenological approaches (Nicholls, 2009a) followed in this study.
It is vital to mention that the researcher holds a world view that the
constant renewal of multiple realities and social learning through staffs’
experiences contribute to the continued regeneration of performance of the
organisation as a holistic system. The researcher also has extensive knowledge
and beliefs about the way ANRU operates as an organisation. These beliefs,
together with the a priori research questions, drew the researcher’s attention to
specific clauses, phrases and words from respondents and the way they are
coded. Recognition and transparency of these possible biases, through amongst
others bracketing (Elliott et al., 1999), assisted in minimising the researcher’s
subjectivity and maintaining internal validity during data analysis (Lewis, 2009).
It makes sense, being an organisation psychologist, that the researcher
holds a phenomenological view (the study of sense-making of experiences from
the first person’s view) which is mostly concerned with philosophy and secondly
with approach and method (Dowling, 2004). From working towards the
development of academics within his institution, the researcher became aware of
perspectives such as multiple roles, competing demands, workload perceptions
and performance approaches. It was imperative that the researcher found and
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used a methodological approach that acknowledges his own experiences within all
phases of this study.
Through an organisation development lens, the researcher believe that
optimum performance can be achieved better in a context where efficient, holistic,
integrated organisational systems exist, where the phenomena are studied, and
improvement programs lodged.
Due to the complexity and contextual richness in workplaces, various
realities are created and exist, by people through collaborative sense-making of
their environment (Cooke, 2014). This collaborative sensemaking aligns well with
the social constructivist belief system (Young & Collin, 2004) of the researcher.
Inductive data analysis techniques, such as in a grounded theory analysis
approach, are often applied in the interpretation and sense-making of the
transcribed socially constructed realities without theoretical presuppositions
(O’Reilly et al., 2012).
The researcher’s philosophical paradigm, beliefs, and criteria for research
aligns well with the purpose of this study and is consistent with the philosophy
underlying the methodology followed.

3.4

From Philosophy to Methodology
The researcher asked, to ensure that the reasoning from philosophy to

methodology is sound, what the nature of the phenomena is to be studied, and
how will that be understood to arrive at the best possible methodology? Within the
context setting of the contextual factors that influence research performance, it is
worthwhile to refer to the underlying ontological, epistemological and paradigm
views that led to the specific methodology to explore research performance.
Research performance, sometimes seemingly incorrectly used
interchangeably with research output and research productivity, is extensively
researched for decades through mostly quantitative studies. This approach would
suggest that the researchers either knew what constructs impacting precisely on
research performance in the specific context or that sufficient evidence existed to
generalise and apply the constructs at and for all research entities. The researcher
did not agree that this prior knowledge could be generalised yet to the ANRU
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context or even other young universities as most of those studies were done within
the context of research-intensive universities. A decision was made to
systematically explore and illuminate the contextual factors that impacted on ANRU
as a young university to free this study of such assumptions initiated by a
paradigm.
The Oxford English Dictionary (Proffitt, 2016) defines a paradigm as “A
world view underlying the theories and methodology of a particular scientific
subject.” A paradigm is seen as a basic set of beliefs encompassing human
constructions used to include a researcher’s ‘worldview’ of how meaning will be
constructed from the data we shall gather, based on our individual experiences
(Creswell & Creswell, 2017; Denzin & Lincoln, 2009; Guba & Lincoln, 1994;
Kivunja & Kuyini, 2017).
From Creswell (2003), the understanding is that qualitative researchers
should consider the research within a suitable paradigm or worldview which relates
to the nature of the reality (ontology), the relationship of the researchers to that
being researched (epistemology) and the role of values (axiological issue) which
lead to a process (the methodological issue). Paradigms are thus essential
because they provide beliefs, influence and imposes on scholars in a particular
discipline, what and how what should be studied, and how the results of the study
should be interpreted. A researcher’s philosophical orientation is thus defined by
the paradigm and impacts the decisions made in the research process, such as the
choice of methodology and methods. It is, therefore, necessary to investigate these
philosophical assumptions to determine “fit for purpose” for a specific research
project roadmap, starting with ontology.
The Oxford English Dictionary (OED) describes ontology (1989, Vol X, p.
824) as “The science or study of being that department of metaphysics which
relates to the being or essence of things or being in the abstract”. In Version II
‘being’ is further emphasised as “life or physical existence,” for example it is also
defined as to seek the possibility and actuality if anything existing at all (OED,
1989, Vol II, p. 80). In social research the construct is described as “A concept
concerned with the existence of, and relationship between different aspects of
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society, such as social actors, cultural norms and social structures”. ("The SAGE
Dictionary of Social Research Methods," 2006).
Various other authors described ontology as assumptions we make about
reality, what exists and what we can know about the nature of the world. It is a
philosophical consideration of whether objective entities exist, built from
perceptions of experiences lived or observed from individuals in their environment
that are shared (Bryman, 2016; Ormston et al., 2014; Richards, 2003; Snap &
Spencer, 2003). Ontology is thus viewed as the philosophical theory of the nature
of being and existence in societies. Thus, where a phenomenon like the context of
research performance is envisaged, researchers or university communities are the
ones to create knowledge on the subject. Ontological assumptions can be very
broadly categorised in two ways: realism and constructivism (or relativism), for
example, the researcher's belief about and the construction of knowledge.
Constructivism in a research setting could thus be seen as the individual cognitive
process of making sense of one’s experiences, and also of the social processes
through which knowledge is co-created through social interactions (Vygotsky,
1980; Young & Collin, 2004). Social constructivism is thus an epistemological view
of ‘how we know’ and develop meaning.
The OED (1989, Vol V, p. 338) describes epistemology as the theory or
science of the method or grounds for knowledge about reality. The SAGE
Dictionary of Social Research Methods (2006) describes epistemology as “A field of
philosophy concerned with the possibility, nature, sources and limits of human
knowledge”. Epistemology is then the philosophical nature, its requirements, and

the limitations of knowledge. For this study, epistemology informed the reasoning
about how data was to be gathered and assumptions about how meaning was to
be made from the data in the particular context of researching factors that
influenced research productivity at ANRU. That led the researcher to utilise a
specific tradition (Creswell & Creswell, 2017), namely phenomenology, in a
constructivist interpretive paradigm, which will be described in more detail later in
the chapter.
As an epistemology, the interpretive hermeneutic would be where the
researcher strives to grasp, interpret and represent the meanings of what
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participants meant in their interview narratives as well as how they are displayed in
the transcribed text of their reports about their experience of research. Within a
constructivist paradigm, truth is not something out there but is instead the
consensus construction which is the most updated and refined construct amongst
individuals most competent, not necessarily most powerful (Denzin & Lincoln,
2011). The forming of such a sophisticated construct is possible through shared
personal experience and facilitated conversations that involved participants
exploring and explaining their reality and experience (Aiken-Wisniewski et al.,
2010) through phenomenology.
A phenomenologist will seek to understand human behaviour and
experiences through shared and non-observable meanings, intentions, values,
beliefs, and reflection (Babbie, 2015). Understanding is based on the theory that
people are continually rationalising and analysing their actions in order to make
sense of their life and the world, for example, meaning-making.
The Oxford English Dictionary (1989, Vol IX, p. 522) describes a
‘meaning’ as something “that conveys or expresses meaning or thought;
expressive, significant.” In contrast, ‘meaningful’ is described as “amendable to
interpretation; having a recognisable purpose of function; specifically in logic”.
Exploring experience and meaning in research is accepted and universally used in
qualitative studies (Daher et al., 2017). An a priori decision has been made that the
meaning of experiences (Creswell & Creswell, 2017) of active academic
researchers will be explored; this decision thus suited a phenomenological
approach.
If each discipline has its language, which the researcher believes to be
true, it makes sense to utilise theoretical sources closest to that discipline. The
challenge for the reader here might be the vast array of theoretical sources being
used, but a gentle reminder would be that this study is approached, conducted,
and completed through the lens of organisation development (OD), a meta-theory.
The array of theoretical sources thus attempted to bring the views of several
disciplines synergistically together.
Through the unpacking of ontology, epistemology, methodology and
meaning of these constructs and subconstructs a theoretical logical and linear
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pathway in the research of human experiences were illuminated. Blaikie (2007)
and Grix (2002) suggests that understanding the directional and logical relation
among the ontology, epistemology, methodology and methods is a prerequisite for
planning and initiating engagement in constructive dialogue with ontology as the
primary consideration for a sensible position towards the epistemological and
methodological approaches; and should not be seen as linear and necessarily
accurate. The uncertainty means that these perspectives need to be critically
questioned from different angles and might require reiteration of the logical and
linear path in an unpredictable or unplanned pattern of cross-examination. This
questioning is necessary to ensure the best possible understanding of the
phenomena in complex human behaviour, interacting with an even more complex
work environment, as is the case in this study.
In the researcher's approach to this study, his understanding is that
academics who are researching create new knowledge. Thus, the analysis of the
meaning academics hold of the context of research would expand the knowledge
of the contextual research phenomenon. This knowledge could equip other
researchers and practitioners to navigate the challenges of researching to establish
the best possible context for research performance to the benefit of society. The
best context can plausibly be created and interventions for improvement
implemented through a well-executed implementation of a meta-theory like OD,
which stresses a scientific data-gathering and methodology and analysis.

3.5

Methodological Overview
This philosophical approach warranted a methodology and method from

where the researcher could confidently respond to the overarching research
question as well as all subsidiary questions. The methodology is viewed as a set of
philosophical principles underlying specific research approaches and forms the
foundations for the procedures of gathering and analysing data (Nicholls, 2009b).
The methodology (as distinct from methods) was defined as a plan of how the
research will be performed and included underlying philosophies of how one
conceives that knowledge within a specific paradigm, the research methods and
their relation to the research questions (Blaikie, 2007).
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3.5.1

Methodological Research Approach
Qualitative research methods best answered this study’s open-ended

research questions, which aimed to understand the lived experiences of
researchers in two academic departments, the Department of Humanities (DOH)
and the Department of Sciences (DOS), and their Research Leadership Cohort
(RLC) at the same young university namely Another New Research University
(ANRU) presented as cases. Qualitative research aims to conceive and indicate
the experiences and actions of people within their context (Savin-Baden & Major,
2010), whilst Morehouse and Maykut (2002) encourage researchers to be detailed
in the what and why of their methodology to enhance the trustworthiness of their
work. In this study experiences of active researchers were captured as a narrative,
the transcripts analysed according to grounded theory analysis techniques, through
an interpretative phenomenological analysis (IPA) lens, subsequently the results
were presented as cases, and a cross-case analysis conducted. However, it also
included descriptive statistics that were used to answer the research question
about the relative impact of factors facilitation and inhibiting research performance.
One of the Chapter’s aims is to reveal the decision to construct the study’s specific
methodology of which the analysis steps echo the grounded theory analysis
techniques to support the IPA transcription analysis without explicitly following a
specific version of grounded theory methodology. Another aim was to document
the approach and steps in detail.
The overarching methodological approach for this study was Interpretative
Phenomenological Analysis (IPA), which studies individuals’ sensemaking of their
personal and social experiences (Smith et al., 2008). IPA has its philosophical
underpinnings in phenomenology and symbolic interactionism as developed in the
mid-1990s. Edmund Husserl’s philosophical foundation underpins the
phenomenological assumption of IPA. Phenomenology allows deeper issues to
emerge from those areas underexplored. From a phenomenological viewpoint, the
individual’s subjectivity and knowledge can be uncovered, allowing their
perspectives to be heard (Van Manen, 2016). The researcher found this approach
appropriate for this study due to the interest in exploring the contextual factors,
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including the behaviours that facilitate or hamper research performance from the
perspective of research-active academics.
The nature of IPA is of such that researchers arrive at the lived
experiences of research participants through the individual’s personal and
subjective account. The experience was theorised as consisting of individuals
making meanings in their real lifeworld (Ashworth, 2004). IPA further, posits that
the analysis should be able to provide an interpretation of the meaning-making and
sense-making process of the individuals (Smith & Shinebourne, 2012).
IPA was chosen as it aligned with the researcher’s interpretive research
paradigm for this kind of study which aimed to include and explain the personal
account of individual’s perspective of their lived experience (Burrell & Morgan,
2017). This approach also suits the researcher's identification with the nominalist
ontology that assumes multiple and equally valid social realities exist, and these
realities are the individuals’ subjective perspective (Burrell & Morgan, 2017;
Ponterotto, 2005). The understanding of these realities (Burrell & Morgan, 2017),
stems from interactions between researcher and participants in an interpretive
epistemology. IPA is also a useful research instrument for under-explored
differences within the same sample as it highlighted the different perspectives from
participants from within their context (Reid et al., 2005; Smith, 2003; Smith, 2015).
The research questions were mainly aimed at how participants perceived
their lived experience within their specific context, which was the different
academic levels from two different academic departments, within a young
university with a lesser reputation than research-intensive institutions for research.
Therefore, IPA fitted this study because the research efficacy of higher education
researchers in these specific contexts was under-researched. The research topic
was further best explored as a process over three years because the nature of
research is not a once-off incident or project that have formed researchers’
perspectives of their lived experiences.
This interpretive phenomenological study followed the principles of
grounded theory analysis techniques and as such, has been inductive by adapting
the inductive techniques; although IPA is generally viewed as a bottom-up (Reid et
al., 2005) rather than top-down approach; both these approaches were followed in
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this study. Reason being that after the first four passes or iterations of immersing
into the second and third case’s data respectively the researcher came to the
understanding that the experience narratives and themes were similar. A top-down
approach (Saldaña, 2016) was warranted with various reiterative versions of topdown bottom-up and back would be advantageous and not handicapping the
researcher in extracting the meaning of each participant’s experience. However,
the researcher wanted to ensure that the participants were accurately represented
(Gehlbach & Vriesema, 2019). Conﬁrmation bias (Podsakoff et al., 2016) as well as
the researcher’s potential bias awareness (Gehlbach & Vriesema, 2019) towards
the already emerged factors from the previous cases was reduced through multiple
top-down bottom-up and back reiterative versions. In this instance the number of
passes reduced from 11 to eight passes and saved time.
Ridder (2017) asserts that case studies support theory development by
building on concepts whilst comparing differences and similarities in multiple case
studies. Case study research methodology, and therefor case study design, also fit
the overall approach in that it investigates the “why” and “how” of a contextual
phenomenon (Ridder, 2017) as is the aim of this study.
This methodology specifically provided the principles for systematically
gathering qualitative data, analysing it in an IPA tradition with grounded
methodology techniques and presented it as cases with a cross-case analysis. The
methodology, with its phases, is displayed in Table 3.1.
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Table 3.1: Research Phases and Subsequent Aims
#

Research Phase

1

Methodological
decision

2

Research Approach

3

Sampling

4

Data Collection

Aim
To carefully extract factors and their meaning of
academics’ lived experience of research from within an
ontological and epistemological model that matches the
researcher’s scientific paradigm.
To extract the meaning of academics’ lived experience of
research, while exploring the factors that hamper and
facilitate research and their impact on research
performance in predetermined strata at ANRU.
To establish a theoretical sample that provided the
research experience of researchers, research leaders
and the Executive at ANRU.
To obtain the shared meaning of academics’ lived
experience whilst the semi-structured interviews allowed
for more in-depth exploration of aspects or possible gaps
in the datasets. The latter also informed the researcher
and subsequent participants about previously unknown
and/or subconscious information. To identify those
factors that had the greatest facilitating or hampering
impacts on research performance.

Actions
Harmonious with the researcher’s scientific worldview, he
decided upon a methodology that provides proven
analytical steps that align well with an appropriate
established initial inductive interpretative approach.
The researcher decided on a Phenomenological
approach with inductive and deductive data analysis
techniques.
The researcher drew a purposive stratified sample of
research-active academics, research leaders and the
executive at ANRU.
The researcher obtained a narrative from the initial indepth semi-structured interviews with the respondents.
During the second round of interviews informed by
knowledge obtained from initial interviews, further
information from the sampled leadership participants was
obtained as well as member checking with key
informants. Following the interviews and identification of
factors, the academics were asked to rank factors in
terms of their relative impact on research performance.
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5

6

Data Analysis

Writing up

To identify and explore the impact of key contextual
factors and relationships between them, on performance.
An indication of differences in the hierarchy of factors
amongst disciplines, appointment type and roles became
clear.

An inductive and deductive approach was followed in a
repetitive pattern of reading for understanding and
sense/meaning-making, coding of concepts, synthesising
codes into themes and eventually integrated and linked
themes per case.

To identify what is common across cases and, what
differs between cases. The commonalities and
differences became clear and illustrates “how” the
particular contexts affect the phenomenon.
To provide the results of the study in a coherent format
integrated into a theoretical research performance
framework; and, develop possible strategies for
improved research performance.

Lastly, a cross-case analysis was conducted by
examining and reporting the commonalities and
differences as affected by most facilitating and
hampering identified factors
Findings were interpreted and integrated into a
theoretical framework in results and discussion chapters.
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The existing research literature regarding universities’ research
performance is limited in that many studies have weak theoretical and conceptual
underpinnings or are short of exhaustive qualitative research (Bland et al., 2005;
Brew et al., 2015; Teodorescu, 2000). A qualitative phenomenological approach
with inductive data analysis techniques could fill the gap (O’Reilly et al., 2012).
The qualitative data gathered was in the form of a narrative about the
respondents’ perceived experiences of their research. Phenomenology frames the
approach to gathering and making sense of the data to obtain the unfiltered,
contextually rich research experience of academics. The data-gathering was
spread over the following four phases, namely individual interviews with
departmental academics, rank order survey, interviews with strategic research
leaders, and interviews for member verification.
It was crucial to not only establish ‘what and how’ various factors impacted
research performance, but also ‘which’ of these factors had the most influence on
their research performance. Thus, it warranted an analysis and explanation using
descriptive statistics to obtain additional, more representations of not only the
importance of the data (Todd, 2004) but also a validation of the established factors.
A survey instrument to rank order listed factors, that emerged from the qualitative
analysis, was developed and deployed. The participants, small in sub samples of
academic levels, of previously interviewed participants who completed the survey
was requested to rank-order data. As such, the data analysis was non-parametric,
by definition not normally distributed, and subsequently only used to provide
descriptive statistics (Corder & Foreman, 2014).
To conclude an IPA approach with an interpretivist-constructivist stance
was followed in gathering, analysing, and interpreting data within a case study
design as an analysis and presentation frame.

3.5.2

Research Design
The purpose of this study was to explore how contextual factors impact

research performance at Another New Research University. This study
encompassed two academic departments cases and one leadership cohort case
from ANRU. Due to its value to develop theory and suggested interventions a case
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and cross-case design were implemented for further exploration and analysis of
the ‘how’ and the ‘why’ (Ridder, 2017) of this expected complex research and
university phenomena and contexts.
The bounded ANRU case study design system (Miles et al., 2014) was
the active researchers from specific departments, and all the leaders of those
academic departments and institutional research leaders involved with these
departments in one cohort, namely the RLC, for this bounded case study design
system see Figure 3.1.

Figure 3.1: Bounded System: Two Academic Departments and a Leadership
Cohort

Whilst meeting the exploratory objective of the study, the design facilitated
the description of the socially constructed realities of the respondents’ sense of
their world of research work. The in-depth interviews provided the potential to
generate new theory, as it employed open coded inductive data analysis
techniques, from academic participants’ datasets (Creswell & Poth, 2016; O’Reilly
et al., 2012) of singular cases which were then analysed across cases to
corroborate and provide differences and similarities of the cases. This design lends
itself to rich, thick descriptions of the individual case and overall context allowing
the research-active academics experiences to tell their story.
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Individual analysis of the cases took place before a cross-case analysis
was conducted. Cross-checking and triangulation of data within a case (Creswell &
Creswell, 2017) provide experienced themes and ensure the integrity of data. Key
findings from the DOH, DOS, and RLC formed the basis of the assertions from the
cross-case analysis. The systematic comparison of the cases identifies the
commonalities and differences of the research findings (Ridder, 2017). In the
cross-case analysis, results were corroborated with each case which assisted
confirmation of the themes emerging from the data applicable to ANRU. The
assertions contributed to and supported the development of conclusions. This
corroboration of evidence increased the credibility and confirmability of the findings
and the study (Miles et al., 2014) as well as the foundation for the theoretical
framework (Ridder, 2017) which assisted in illustrating the ideal utilisation of
several theories for the potential improvement of research performance. In
addition, it supports the applicability and potential success of the suggested
interventions.
This design further contributes with respect to its interpretivist aspect seen
by Ridder (2017) as neglect in case study research, as well as elaborating on the
use of OD as a meta-theory. In his analysis of the contribution of case study
designs Ridder (2017) omitted the location of ‘elaboration’ on the suggested theory
continuum, which is important in conducting further knowledge creation or
refinement. The basis for this study was laid by in-depth interview data from
research-active academics and their departmental and institutional leaders.

3.5.3

Research Study Participants
The population from which the participant sample was recruited was

necessary to obtain a holistic, system-wide view of the phenomenon for the two
participating academic departments and ANRU’s leadership cadre. Academics that
were research-active were identified as those that were awarded research
performance points in the preceding three years. The identification data was
obtained from ANRU’s research performance points system. The stratified
theoretical (purposive) population was obtained from existing databases on active
ANRU academic staff (Liamputtong, 2013).
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The two academic departments that were involved in the study were one
in the natural sciences and one in the social sciences and humanities henceforth
referred to as the Department of Sciences (DOS) and the Department of
Humanities (DOH). The academic departments’ populations were divided into
categories according to their specific organisational, appointment level and position
strata obtained from an ANRU staff database. Staff in ‘teaching only’ positions and
research students were not included in the population. This purposive stratified
sampling method (Teddlie & Yu, 2007) included features like nesting in the context,
being purposive and bounded (Miles et al., 2014).
Thirty academics were the randomly (Teddlie & Yu, 2007) selected from
the purposive stratified pool of candidates. A purposive and random stratified
participant sample of 30 academics and leaders was drawn from the identified
academic population. This sample included 10 research-active academics,
henceforth referred to as Academics, from two departments each, 10 research
leaders (RLC) of whom three were in centralised positions (CSRL) and another
seven provided leadership at an institutional level. The research leaders
represented academic department perspectives and the broader institutional
perspective. The sample was stratified on five different appointment levels from
professorial rank to academic level Bs and post-doctoral fellows (Mohrman et al.,
2003). This type of sample also included participants who are not expected to be
actively conducting research, for example, managerial and strategic research
leaders, thus seeking data beyond areas where researchers have emerged
themselves in research and simultaneously including a broad spectrum of
experiences (O’Reilly et al., 2012; Yin, 2013). The sample design is illustrated in
Table 3.2.
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Table 3.2: Interview Sampling: Numbers of Participants per Category

Academic
Levels

Interview Sample: Research Leaders
University executive and leaders of centralised university research
centres

Lev E

3
A convenience sample from the academic departments and research
institutions and research centres
Heads of a research institute

Head of a research centre

2

1

Heads of the Academic Departments

Associate Heads of
Research from the
Academic Departments

2

2

Lev E & D

Lev E & D

Interview Sample: Academics
(A random stratified sample from the academic departments’
population)
Title / Academic
departments

DOS

DOH

Discipline

Natural Sciences

Social Sciences

Lev E

Professor

2

2

Lev D

A/Professor

2

2

Lev C

Senior Lecturer

2

2

Lev B

Lecturer

2

2

Lev B

Post Doc Fellow

2

2

This purposive stratified random sample design adhered to the principle of
a wide range of considerations in qualitative sampling. The range covered was:
academics (a) in various roles, (b) different appointment levels, e.g. Level B,
including Post-doctoral fellows, C, D, and E, (c) different stages of tenure and/or
research career, (d) differences in gender and age, and (e) from different
disciplines (Miles et al., 2014; Wilmot, 2005). The chosen sampling plan adhered to
the following sampling criteria. It is relevant - the target population was Academics
appointed to do research or involved in research; the phenomenon ‘experience of
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research performance’ has been present in the sample, and real-life descriptions of
the phenomenon arose from the interviews.
The research leaders of university service centres and leaders of the
academic departments were pooled in one leadership sample. These leadership
participants will be referred to as the Research Leadership Cohort (RLC). Likewise,
the Post-Doctoral Fellows were pooled with academic level Bs. In both cases,
pooling into one dataset was necessary to maintain individuals’ anonymity.
An oversampling strategy of recruiting 30 people to collect a full interview
dataset from approximately 26 people was implemented. Eventually, no
respondents withdrew from the data-gathering phase of the study. Thirty-one
participants took part in the data-gathering phase as one participant in the DOH
was initially unavailable and accepted the invitation to participate after a
replacement was found. Having a fall back academic categories and numbers per
level options in place, provided a sustainable recruitment plan in case any recruit
opted out of the study.
These strategies kept the purposive sampling principle intact. The sample
size was determined by taking into consideration qualitative research principles,
such as flexibility, depth to ensure saturation of data and stratification
(Liamputtong, 2013; Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2007). The sample sizes of the two
academic departments fulfilled the expectation of approximately 10 from each
(Smith et al., 1999) in that DOH comprised 12 participants, the DOS 9 participants,
and 10 RLC participants as per Table 3.2.
All these considerations led to participants that contributed data,
distributed in their strata levels and described as follows: 10 Level Es, six Level Ds,
eight Level Cs, and seven Level Bs. To maintain anonymity, only the overall
participant composition and demographic data are displayed in Table 3.3. They
had an average of 15.6 years of post-PhD academic experience, 12 were females,
and 19 were males, on average they had a self-reported average workload of 40%
research, 32.1% teaching and 27.9% service.
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Table 3.3: Overall Participant Composition and Description

Aspect

ANRU

No of Participants

31

Appointment Level: E

10

D

8

C

6

B

7

Female

12

Male

19

PhD Qualified

30

Masters Qualified

1

Ave. Experience post highest qualification conferral

15.58 yrs.

Ave. Workload distribution: Teaching

32.1%

Ave. Workload distribution: Research

40.0%

Ave. Workload distribution: Service

27.9%

The RLC, with an average of 19.3 years’ experience, positively influences
the average years of experience post qualifications. With an average of 10%
teaching workload they had a considerable negative influence on the average
teaching workload percentage. They had a slightly positive (average of 32%
research workload) impact on the research average workload and a significant
(58% service workload) contribution to the service workload percentage.
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3.5.4

Research Procedure
The research procedure describes the detail data-gathering interview and

survey methods followed as well as how the data analysis methods IPA and
grounded theory techniques led to results for the cross-case analysis.

3.5.4.1 Data-gathering Methods
Data was gathered and analysed from two academic departments, one in
humanities and one in natural science and the Research Leadership Cohort.
Invitation to key research leaders’ provided experiences and insights into issues,
that affected the research performance of staff and further additional aspects
impacting on research performance were obtained or further explained (O’Reilly et
al., 2012).
A phone call was made to 31 potential participants to engender interest
and commitment. Once the promise was given an electronic diary invitation, with
an embedded information memorandum (see Appendix 3.1) and consent form (see
Appendix 3.2), were sent to the participants.
A minimally, structured, open-ended in-depth interview was selected as
the primary data collection method. Two pilot interviews were conducted with
experienced independent academics before interviews commenced with
participants, which enabled refinement of the interview structure and questions.
The sequence of interviews, at academic departments, was dependent on
the availability of the participants in the sample. Analysis of data for the DOH was
concurrent with interviews to support the researcher’s sense-making of the
phenomenon. Interview data of the DOS and RLC were respectively completed
and analysed after the DOH analysis was done. The overall dataset was gathered
in four distinct phases.
Phase one involved in-depth individual interviews with Academics from
the two academic departments. Heads of institutes and centres, as well as
departmental leaders, were interviewed last. The first phase of data-gathering took
place employing an open-ended interview question, as well as open-ended follow
up questions, where relevant, which ensured a mainly inductive approach. The
interview’s central focus was the perceptions and experiences that participants had
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about research. Interviews commenced with a general “tour” or “spill” prompt “I am
interested to hear your story of how you experience research at ANRU”, which
allowed interviewees to share perspectives about experiences that were relevant to
them. In addition to the lead prompt, participants were probed for more factors and
attributes to solicit sufficient data to answer the research questions where needed.
See Appendix 3.4 for the semi-structured interview guide.
During interviews, the expected process was confirmed, and people
sensitised towards the fact that their experiences over the last three years are of
importance. Sensitisation eliminated the fact that current changes in the institution
took precedence in their research experience narratives. An initial intuitive analysis
of the most salient points mentioned during the interview was made.
Phase two entailed the electronic Qualtrics questionnaire, which was
administered in pass 14. Data-gathering was completed through this rank order
Qualtrics questionnaire in which the factors, obtained from the interview data
analysis, were presented to the departmental participants. This rank order
determined the factors that facilitated or hampered research performance the most.
In phase three, interviews were conducted with a sample of strategic
research leader participants. The interview data illuminated ANRU Academics’
research experience and the personal sense of their world of research. This data
further revealed contextual factors that hampered or facilitated research
performance. The Research Leadership Cohort (RLC) interviewed in phase three,
for example after the participants in academic departments was exhausted and
included follow-up questions to verify strategy, policy, process, systems, and
procedures that might have affected researchers. The views from the Chief of
Research, for further strategic alignment, was obtained lastly. Also during phase
three, in the second round of interviews with research leaders, the identified
contextual factors were explored in further depth in terms of “how” these factors
impact on research performance, dependant on the data saturation level
(Liamputtong, 2013). Data saturation (Patterson, 2017) was evident when the
process of the open ended general "spill" question and the follow-up questions did
not provide any new experiences or insights after the first five to seven interviews
per academic department. Furthermore, when ‘how factors impacted’ question
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checked with research leaders did not reveal new experiences or insights it
confirmed data saturation.
During the fourth phase with sampled key informants for member
verification, the alignment or misalignment of data have been verified. This phase
further revealed and confirmed the contextual factors of the most and least
facilitating and hampering factors. To circumvent repudiation (for example, by
correcting provided information to be more politically correct, when challenged with
individualised data) a strategy of checking aggregate interpreted data with the
participants was followed (Yin, 2013). Factors that emerged from initial concepts,
themes and possible interpretations arising from the first interviews, had been
tested out in these interviews as well as through the rank order survey and
manually completed by the CSSRL. This verification and alignment were confirmed
again during the analysis of survey data and especially during the cross-case
analysis as well as with enriched data from the RLC lived experience of research
(Creswell & Poth, 2016).
IPA supported by grounded theory analysis techniques provide results
that could be written up as case studies for further analysis through corroboration
in the identification of commonalities and differences in a cross-case analysis of
how contextual factors affect the research performance.

3.5.4.2 Data Analysis
The broadly inductive data analysis approach endorsed by data obtained
from a factor rank order procedure followed systematic, iterative, mainly inductive
data analysis methods. This methodological approach to the analysis is provided
by a reiteration of the researcher’s world view, describing the type of data, the main
phases of the analysis, a broad overview of the analysis followed by detail steps
and procedures. Finally, the analysis provided answers to which specific research
questions were addressed during which phase of analysis.
To show the limitations of the researcher's influence on the study, it is
critical to reiterate the researcher’s world view, as stated earlier. The researcher’s
influence was minimised by a conscious decision to note the intuitive
understanding of the respondent’s experience immediately after each interview.
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Further, without any deeper level interpretation, the researcher stayed close to the
data in the analytical phase, which was reported in the results chapter, and added
a meaning layer only as a consolidation of results at the end of each results
chapter. Further interpretation where needed was presented in the argument
phase in the corroboration and discussion chapter (Elliott, 2018). Following this
process, in only adding a meaning layer after the complete analysis was done and
in the argument phase, it did not mean negating the value of the lived experience
of the participants but rather ensuring that the participants’ experiences were
captured as lived and uncontaminated by the researcher's views. The process also
provided the researcher’s responsibility to stay close and connected to the data
(Rapley, 2011). Recognition and transparency of eliminating possible biases
assisted in minimising the researcher’s potential subjectivity and maintained
internal validity during data analysis (Lewis, 2009).
The researcher recognised and ensured, through this analysis process,
that prior knowledge together with the a priori interview question, and follow-up
questions did not influence him to become involved in specific clauses, phrases
and words from participants and the way they were eventually coded.
A dataset, provided by the participants during interviews was transcribed,
captured, and managed within NVivo 10. The software provided a useful platform
in storing the data and from where to listen to the recorded interview data. Playing
the recordings at variable speeds, was conducive to note-taking during the first
rounds and supported the quality of analysis and labelling by focussed listening.
Making notes and or theoretical memoing already started during the interview,
directly after the interview, recording listening stage and continued throughout the
iterative process (Montgomery & Bailey, 2007).
This contextual interpretive phenomenological (Gill, 2020) analysis
followed the primary principles of grounded theory analysis techniques augmented
with an emphasis on interpretative meaning construction presented by rich thick
descriptions as in case study design. For the Academic Department DOH, the
researcher thus followed the principles and data analysis methods that guided the
inductive data analysis. That is, all data was iteratively analysed, and constructs
were labelled or open coded after the ongoing notes in the memoing journal were
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reviewed and further open codes determined. Codes were discovered from the
data and not taken from external sources. Codes were used to construct
categories, and categories were then used to construct themes or meta constructs
related to the overall research question. Reoccurring themes were identified in
running analytical notes and memos (Corbin & Strauss, 2014) until the end of the
study as detailed by Bradley et al. (2007). The technique provided a transparent
trial of analysis from which the categories and ‘experienced themes’ were derived.
In this way, the data contributed to a model or framework of research performance.
The reiterative systematic inductive approach designed for the recorded
data analysis phase of the study and exercised for the Academic Department DOH
consisted of at least eleven recognisable distinct passes. See Appendix 3.5 for all
the detailed passes in the data analysis approach.
By following the methodology, the approach and research procedures a
very rich and saturated dataset became evident after the first four passes on
commencement of the analysis for both the academic department DOS and RLC.
After a repeated reread of the participants’ experiences within the DOS and RLC, it
was evident that both these cohorts presented narratives with ‘experienced
themes’ closely related to that of the DOH. A decision was made to follow a
lumping technique in the further analysis of these two datasets. The lumping
technique or systematic text condensation, inspired by phenomenology, can be
applied in various theoretical frameworks through four steps. These steps are
disorder to themes, sorting themes to codes, condensing codes to meaning, and
synthesising condensation into descriptions and concepts with an answerable level
of methodological robustness (Malterud, 2012). In this study, a mix of the four-step
sequences was followed with a reiterative process. This was done by using the
concept of the lumping analysis or holistic coding method, described by Saldaña
(2015). Lumping versus breaking the data was seen as a beneficial labelling
method to assign factors and ‘experienced themes’ to large portions of data with
the option to tear those portions apart into smaller portions and label it with
category/factor and code labels.
This analysis process resulted in an additional four passes (12 – 15) of the
DOS and RLC transcripts, as described in Appendix 3.5. The analysis for the DOS
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and RLC data commenced from top-down (themes to “words in context” alignment
first) by sorting a variety of constructs into the themes that emerged from the very
detailed bottom-up analysis in the DOH. Data was then analysed from bottom-up
(open coding to categories second) and iteratively between levels in the detailed
analysis phase. The procedure and methods described above were further
validated and evidenced through new codes and eventually open codes that
emerged additionally, from that in the DOH, from both the DOS and RLC.
The results of the specific case were recorded on an open code, code and
category level, per ‘experienced theme’ (personal, work and external contexts),
which led to a detailed understanding of the themes and categories (factors
impacting research performance). Through this process meaning (open), then
categorise (axial), and lastly integrate (selective coding) was identified as
suggested by Corbin and Strauss (2014). These meaning contexts and category
factors led to the foundations of a theoretical model or framework (Bradley et al.,
2007; Leech & Onwuegbuzie, 2011) of research performance at ANRU. This
allowed synthesis and construction of a model or framework of the factors that
hamper and or facilitate research performance at this institution together with a
sense of how Academics experienced these factors.
Research question one (RQ1) was answered directly from the
participants’ interview data and research question three (RQ3) from the ranking
questionnaires, based on the factors that emerged from the interview data.
Research question two (RQ2) answered how researchers vary in their perceptions
of contextual factors by comparing and contrasting information from the
participants’ data, per the strata in which they operate. By following the described
analysis methodology, the researcher was able to provide a clear link between the
research questions and the data collections and analyses, as shown in Table 3.4.
Finally, the intensive reviewing of the content ensured; over and above the
open codes, codes, categories which became the contextual factors within themes,
and ‘experienced themes’, another layer of meaning from the data that was useful
in the results consolidation, corroboration and discussion phases. This meaning led
to enriched answers to research question one (RQ1) and two (RQ2).
Simultaneously, the categories provided the factors for question three (RQ3),
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utilised to rank and interpret the data obtained from a survey. The survey was
administered in phase two; after all, the academic department and academic
department leaders were interviewed.
The data from Qualtrics and hardcopy versions of the survey administered
to those who had participated in the interviews were analysed using a rank order
method. The participants were requested to rank order factors that impacted on
research performance. An ordinal categorical variable of most to third highest with
numerical labels of one to three was chosen by participants to determine the
factors that had the most hampering and most facilitating influence on research
performance. They use these numerical labels to rank the factors that either
facilitated or hampered research performance the most (Stark, 2016).
The following sequential steps were followed in the rank order analysis
method, namely:
•

a table of factors with all participants’ ID numbers and their respective
ranks was populated for facilitating and then hampering research
performance;

•

the numerical ranking labels were transformed from 1 to 3, 2 to 2, and 3
to 1 so that factors with the largest impact had the highest-ranking score;

•

the sum of ranking scores for each factor was calculated;

•

the factors were then sorted by the total scores per factor from the
highest to the lowest to provide the factors that had the highest to thirdhighest impact on facilitating or hampering research performance for the
sample as a whole and per academic appointment level; and

•

the same dataset was used to determine the factors that had the highest
to third-highest impact on facilitating or hampering research performance
per cohort and accompanying appointment levels.

Research question three (RQ3), was answered by comparing and
contrasting information from participants’ ranking data, for the overall sample, per
academic department and the RLC as well as per academic level, concerning
which of the contextual factors have the most influential impact. By following the
described methodology, the researcher was able to provide a clear link between
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the research questions and the data collections and analyses, as shown in Table
3.4.
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Table 3.4: Aligned Research Questions, Data Collections and Data Analyses
Research questions
How do research leaders and
active researchers perceive
the impact of external and
internal contextual factors on
research performance at
Another New Research
University?

Data collection: Academics, Researchers and
Research Leadership

Data analysis

The In-depth “life experience” question provided
internal and external factors and how they were
impacting on research performance.

Open codes, codes, categories and aggregated
themes emerged from the data. Academics at
ANRU shared three top facilitating and three top
hampering factors. The top three facilitating factors
emerged from the personal and external context
themes. Personal attributes and interaction with
other academics and the community supported
their research performance and provided fulfilment
of the sub-identities nested in the academic role.
The hampering factors, however, were all from the
work context theme and the lack of financial
resources, competing demands and an inadequate
internal environment solicited role and identity
conflicts that led to job dissatisfaction as well as
withdrawal from research endeavours and ill health
in instances.

The semi-structured interpretive enquiry explored
detail and/or factors not being covered and verified
data.

Initial interviews and subsequent member checking
with key informants as well as the Qualtrics survey,
from which the rank orders were obtained,
confirmed the factors that emerged from the
interviews
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How do research leaders and
active researchers, from
different appointment levels
and disciplines, vary in their
perceptions of contextual
factors impacting on research
performance at Another New
Research University?

In-depth interviews revealed factors and insight into
the differences between roles and levels that impacting
on research performance.

The DOH, DOS and RLC datasets were analysed
separately and cross-referenced with each other.
Whilst the factors that impacted on their research
performance were similar distinct contextual
experienced differences amongst the cohorts and
their respective academic levels were apparent.

The Qualtrics survey, based on the factors that
emerged from the interview data, solicited rankings
from Academics from different appointment levels, and
departments to indicate which factors hampered or
facilitated research performance the most.

Which of these contextual
factors do research leaders
and researchers perceive to
have the most influence on
research performance at
Another New Research
University?
The Overarching research
question was:
How do contextual factors
impact research performance
at Another New Research
University?

The Qualtrics survey solicited rankings from
Academics from different appointment levels, and
academic departments indicated which factors
hampered or facilitated research performance the most

Aggregated and summed the factor rankings from
Academics in their cohorts and academic
appointment levels. Different cohorts and academic
appointment levels had different experiences of the
contextual factors that influence their research
performance.
Aggregated and summed rankings from Academics
in their cohorts and academic appointment levels.
The rankings provided answers to the six cohort and
academic level factors that have the most facilitating
and hampering influence on research performance
at Another New Research University?

The in-depth “life experience” prompt highlighted
factors, strategy and policy effects that had a profound
impact on research performance.
The semi-structured interpretive enquiry explored
highlighted factors, strategy and policy effects, found
new aspects that had a profound impact on research
performance and verified the information with key
informants.

Identified contextual factors impact research
performance at Another New Research University
differently within the identified cohorts and academic
appointment levels.
The researcher constructed a framework of how
contextual themes on a personal, work, and external
context impacted research performance at Another
New Research University.

Page 66 of 355

The research questions led to the data collection methods of choice. They
guided the data analysis, which provided a thorough understanding of what factors
Academics perceived as the most and or least facilitating and hampering factors
for research performance. They further highlighted how Academics perceived and
experienced these factors impacting on their research performance. The factors
provided the themes in which Academics perform their research. The themes,
together with the factors, provided the basis for a theoretical model or framework
for research performance at ANRU.

3.6

Rigour of the Study
Leading to the theoretical model the researcher reported in a transparent

way the aligned consistency in research questions, conceptualisation, link from
paradigm to methodology, reflections, research design, sampling, approaches,
methods and theorising followed in reporting (Ashworth et al., 2019; Elsahn et al.,
2020) without following a dogmatic linear approach in analysis. The categories or
factors were tested against data gathered, and member checked with participants.
Within a constructivist paradigm, the fact is reality, constructed from “consensus
amongst individuals most competent; not necessarily most powerful” (Denzin &
Lincoln, 2011). This approach has increased the dependability and credibility of the
study.
Truth or trustworthiness (Huttunen & Kakkori, 2020) of the data which
incorporates 1) credibility, 2) transferability, 3) dependability and 4) confirmability
(Guba & Lincoln, 1994); were applied and ensured through the design of the study.
This trustworthiness was ensured by stressing confidentiality in the invitations,
supported by trustworthy and esteemed supervisors, and at the onset of interviews.
Furthermore, the interviews were conducted in the privacy of participants’ offices
and the researcher's obligation to the Psychologists’ Code of Conduct stressed.
Four phases of data-gathering, multiple methods, techniques, multiple reiterations
used during 15 passes of analysis added to the rigour of this research. Regular
review of notes (Montgomery & Bailey, 2007) made and in-depth reflections on the
‘what and how’ of the researcher’s practice circumvented any potential biases to
ensure ethical practices.
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The researcher’s lived experience, for the last 30 years as a registered
psychologist and OD management specialist assisted him well in interpreting
participants’ experiences and their context in an interpretivist-constructivist style.
This style fits the paradigm, ontological, epistemological and methodology of the
study.

3.7

Ethics Protocols
As the research involved interviews and questionnaires with human

participants, the study complied with the requirements of the Australian 2007
“National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human Research” and the applicable
Another New Research University Policy on the “Conduct of Ethical Human
Research”. Formal permission (Project: 13353 Groenewald), from the Another New
Research University Ethics Committee, to access existing academic databases for
research-active academics, appointment roles, levels and academic departments
and to approach staff were acquired before the study commenced. The policies
and guidelines of the above institutions and ethical principles were executed with
integrity (Australian Psychological Society, 2013; NHMRC, 2007 (Updated 2018)).
All data remained anonymous and academic departments, centres, disciplines,
roles, and datasets have been allocated a pseudonym and a reference number,
respectively. Further additional identity protection was designed through the
aggregation of data and layout of chapters in the thesis.
The fact that the researcher is a registered Psychologist and lives by the
ethical rules of the Australian Health Practitioner Regulation Agency (AHPRA)
assisted in minimising risks to the participants to the absolute minimum and report
this research with integrity.

3.8

Limitations
Because of the lag in reporting research-active researchers, the

participants had to provide historical data and, in some instances, could potentially
mix those experiences with their current situation. This time lag interference was
circumvented by indicating the period of the last three years as a timeframe with
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the “spill” question, repeating the timeframe where it becomes apparent that a
current experience was provided and exploring the thick examples with Academics
and the RLC. The time lag together with the pluralistic design might concern some
scholars. Then, pluralistic designs are viewed as providing thick descriptions of
data (Ashworth et al., 2019).
Reporting of the small sample of 31 participants reduced to 25 for the rank
ordering survey together with small numbers for the RLC case, two different
discipline cohorts, and rank order in different role categories at one university
signals appropriate caution in the generalisation of the findings beyond this
research. However, the research provides good records of rich experiences from
the participants as expected from qualitative research (Liamputtong, 2013).

3.9

Chapter Summary
This Chapter has outlined the ANRU context, the researcher’s scientific

worldview, and how that linked to a philosophy underlying this study. The Chapter
further described the link between philosophy and qualitative research
methodology. It also provided the reasoning for such a methodology.
The study used qualitative methods and techniques of the Grounded
Theory and Phenomenological Interpretive Enquiry approach based on inductive
and deductive data analysis techniques, to make sense of the collective meaning
and reality of academic researchers.
From a sample of research-active academics from the Department of
Humanities (DOH), the context of the DOH and results of the Academics’ lived
experience are provided as a case in Chapter 4.
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Chapter 4: Research Experience: ANRU Department
of Humanities

4.1

Introduction
This Chapter presents the first of three cases and describes the context of

the Department of Humanities (DOH) and reports the lived experience of
Academics sampled from the DOH under the three broad Themes Personal
Context (A), Work Context (B) and External Context (C). Care has been taken to
ensure and maintain focus on the participants’ lived experience by only paying
attention to a description of these experiences in this Chapter. Themes and
categories/factors in text passages are discernible as italic font. Meaning and
significance of these lived experiences are explained in Chapter 8.

4.2

Overview of DOH Context and Themes
ANRU is a multi-campus university offering programs in the arts,

education, humanities, engineering, social, medical, and natural sciences. The
Department of Humanities (DOH) has its roots in the humanities. Its teaching
programmes are complemented by research, which is facilitated by a research
institute, two research centres and various research groups. The DOH offers an
array of undergraduate, graduate certificate and diploma and post-graduate
courses with fewer than 200 academic staff members. Approximately 100 DOH
staff members were PhD graduates of which on average 50 were research-active.
The DOH typically enrols on average 5000 students per year.
The DOH was influenced by several internal and external environmental
aspects, for instance: a drive for improved research performance, the nature of the
industry serviced, external policy settings, and constant internal and external
changes. This dynamic environment consequently impacted on Academics lived
experience of research.
A dataset was analysed from Level E, D, C, and B Academics
participants, inclusive of two post-doctoral fellows. Three Level Es, three Level Ds,
two Level Cs and five Level Bs participated in the study. Of these participants all
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13 were PhD qualified, with an average of 13.9 years post PhD academic
experience, five were female, and eight were male, on average they had a
workload loading of 36.9% research, 52.3% teaching and 9.2% service.
Analysis of interview transcripts generated 82 open codes, which were
aggregated into clusters that were used to determine and label 30 codes. The
codes were narrowed to 10 categories and from these three themes emerged,
namely: Personal Context (A), Work Context (B), and External Context (C). These
themes strongly aligned with the conceptual framework, which illustrated various
contexts. The themes provided insights into research questions one and two
namely: 1) How do research leaders and active researchers perceive the impact of
external and internal contextual factors on research performance at ANRU?; and,
2) How do research leaders and active researchers, from different appointment
levels and disciplines, vary in their perceptions of contextual factors impacting on
research performance at ANRU?
While a bottom-up, inductive approach was followed in analysis, the data
is presented graphically from top-down, to provide the overall picture with its
underlying detail. These themes, categories, codes, and open codes provide the
complete taxonomy derived from the analysis of DOH data. Figure 4.1 represents
the relationships between categories and themes arising from DOH.

Figure 4.1: The Taxonomy of Themes and Categories for DOH
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The themes Personal Context (A), Work Context (B), and External
Context (C) represent a holistic picture of DOH Academics’ experience of research.
The intrapersonal, personal demographics and interpersonal aspects that
influenced Academics’ experience of research led to the Personal Context (A)
theme. Academics immediate work environment with its role demands,
organisational direction, organisational support, and the processes of conducting
research, which affected their research performance, formed the theme Work
Context (B). External aspects to ANRU, such as national and state legislation as
well as international research opportunities and thought leadership influenced the
Academics’ experience of research; and this led to the External Context (C) theme.

4.3

Personal Context (A) Theme
The Personal Context (A) theme emerged from the data in the form of two

categories, namely: Individual Profile (A1) and Academics’ Interaction (A2) as
depicted in Figure 4.2.

Figure 4.2: Taxonomy: DOH Personal Context (A) Theme
The Personal Context (A) theme comprised the demographic,
intrapersonal, and interpersonal aspects influencing the Academics that could be
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facilitators or barriers to research performance. The Individual Profile (A1) category
described inherent individual capabilities, characteristics, and personal
circumstances of Academics that influenced their experience of research or
researching according to Academics. The Academics’ Interaction (A2) category
described those collaborations and interactions that Academics viewed as
opportunities to find research opportunities, display their research, and learn from
others.

4.3.1

Individual Profile (A1) Category
Aspects such as capability and inherent characteristics, including

personality traits, as well as unique demographic aspects that contributed to
research performance constituted the category Individual Profile (A1). The
taxonomy for the category Individual Profile (A1) is depicted in Figure 4.3.

Figure 4.3: Taxonomy: DOH Individual Profile (A1) Category
Research capability and subject matter knowledge coupled with experience
were considered by participants to be facilitators of increased research
performance.
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“Knowledge, you really need to have a good background in the field you're
investigating. …. One is research practice, and the content knowledge”
(R2, 29/09/16)
“So, I'm just so intensely involved in what I'm doing, so I can do a lot
quickly and efficiently and accurately. And I've just got that ability to block
things out” (R4, 8/09/16)
“running projects if you've never actually had the training to do that?”
(R10, 21/09/16)
“building up relationships, [a capability] that takes time as well, really
solves a lot of the problems” (R9, 16/09/16).
Academics’ lived experience showed that inherent individual
characteristics such as motivation, curiosity, rigour, ability to cope with pressure,
networking and relationship building and relationship maintenance were
necessities for research performance. Personality traits, such as resilience,
together with motivation, were seen as facilitators of research performance,
especially when teaching and research passions were brought together. These
facilitating characterising were reported by Academics as “in love” for research,
however, at the same time, emotional tiredness (burn out) from the pressure of
high expectations was experienced as a barrier to research performance.
“It's a struggle. There's a duality there because on the one hand I love my
work (teaching), I love the - the option to research” (R5, 16/09/16)
“… physical illness, a lot of them are physically sick, but a lot of them are
emotionally just tired and drained” (R6, 22/09/16)
“Coming back from long service leave - I was buggered before I went,
really mentally tired. Because burnout is a huge issue and I think I have hit
that before, just by taking on too many projects” (R9, 16/09/16).
Values such as integrity were not consistently experienced in the
workplace and could impact negatively on research performance.
“But I'm telling you, integrity gets thrown out the window at this place
because everyone does it (utilising their budget on items not budgeted
for), in an attempt to overcome the loss of large amounts of money close
to the end of the year” (R27, 27/10/16)
“And, then when the report was being written, he was asked to include
some additional information which would've made them look much better.
But, once again they were told, ‘Sorry, we can't do that’” (R2, 29/09/16).
Participants commented on aspects relating to their work identity and in
particular, ambiguity and uncertainty about their roles of teacher and researcher,
which could have had an impact on research performance.
“We're not quite sure sometimes whether we are researchers,
administrators, teachers, and pastoral carers” (R5, 16/09/16)
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“So, I think we do have high standards for our teaching and we see
ourselves as, you know, teachers. So maybe the perception of - of - you
know, it's important to maintain that - that we are teachers and we are
researchers” (R31, 15/09/16).
Some Academics experienced ageing as a hindrance in that they were
unsure if they could continue to maintain the expected high level of output at a
higher age. Others thought that their experience correlates with age and the older
one gets, the more efficient they become, which supports a higher research output.
Age is subjective as individuals will relate to age from their own personal context
described by Academics as follows.
“I feel like I'm working pretty much at my capacity at my age, that I just
don’t know how much more I've got - I can physically and mentally give”
(R5, 16/09/16) and
“the older you get, the smarter you get at working, so you - you become
more efficient” (R4, 8/09/16).
Where personal circumstances directly influenced research performance,
the Academics reported that the work-family interface had a reciprocal influence
and became either a facilitator or a barrier to research performance and the quality
of family life. Academics without dependents experienced easier work-life
integration and could be research productive at home. Those Academics who had
dependents yearned for a work-life balance and suffered either an emotional toll
from family expectations and delivering on research performance or were unable to
deliver the research performance they would like to.
“my (partner)… did say to me, ‘If you're going to spend one more working
(weekend) at ANRU, … don’t come home’" (R6, 22/09/16)
“I've learnt to deal with that (not to do research) on the weekend, but that
was partly because I remarried about six years ago and I consciously
didn't want to make that mistake again. … it's not easy. In terms of your
own work ethic and in terms of … desire, and understanding the pressure
that the [academic department] … and the university is under” (R5,
16/09/16)
“And you know, home life impacts.” and “it also gives me the ability at the
moment, while it is just my partner and myself, that if I need to fly away for
work or I want to go .., it's very easy for me to do that without too much
interruption to anyone else's lives” (R9, 16/09/16).
Those emotions, traits, behaviours, and demographics that Academics
experienced about themselves and research or doing research and how it
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impacted on research performance thus described the category Individual Profile
(A1).

4.3.2

Academics’ interaction (A2) Category
Interaction in groups or teams provided opportunities for learning and

developing research capability; showcasing their research; and, building networks
and collaborative opportunities that helped to achieve higher research outcomes.
Those interactions and collaborations that impacted on research performance
describe the category Academics’ Interaction (A2) and is depicted in Figure 4.4.

Figure 4.4: Taxonomy: DOH Academics' Interaction (A2) Category
National and international collaborations not only provided learning
opportunities and improved research performance but also led to opportunities to
apply for and win grants. One Academic believed that research is a solitary
endeavour. Academics, in general, believed that working together in teams
facilitated research output. However, they reported that working in isolation brought
along by geographical location and in a few instances being the only researcher in
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a specialist area did not contribute to individual development or research
opportunities. Academics shared, for example:
“[research] is, therefore, a solitary endeavour. I never collaborated in 20
years” (R3, 2/11/16)
“I feel that the more you - people are sort of isolated into their areas, the
less you're likely to get collaboration and working - working together” (R7,
16/09/16)
“I've got some really good research teams that I work within - so meeting
regularly is something that has really helped (research performance). And
when that [meetings] doesn't happen, … it's quite easy to feel isolated”
(R9, 16/09/16)
“my research is centred around participatory input from my research
partners, … we work as a team” (R1, 09/11/16)
“working in a team helps. That - that's where you get the support. So, we
actually provide that emotional support for each other” (R4, 8/09/16).
Academics acknowledged that developing affiliations with colleagues,
whom they enjoyed working with, and industry partners were necessary for
research performance. Academics reported that mentoring during the early stages
of their research career was useful and international contacts were especially
important. Corridor conversations were experienced as necessities for developing
affiliations that could also lead to collaboration and consequently, research
performance. They asserted:
“[without] mentoring from an early stage, I wouldn't have been able to get
the same level of output I'd still be learning the processes” (R9, 16/09/16)
“I had opportunities. …, but I think I had this very quick awareness that
there wasn't the mentoring in [DOH] available” (R3, 2/11/16)
“I just feel not having that mentoring is making it difficult, because I can't you know, when I go for a grant, you know, you just can't unless you've
got a - a name on it” (R31, 15/09/16)
“I don’t go to a lot of conferences, …, it negatively impacts my research,
because I don’t make contacts with other people in my area” (R7,
16/09/16)
“I put every spare second that I wasn't teaching into the PhD and I got it
done fast. And I was well supported because I had two very, very good
supervisors” (R5, 16/09/16)
“I would say a lot of what has really helped my research has been my PhD
supervisors. So I think having those people who are really happy to talk
through problems, you know, to find your areas where you could be part of
a bigger team and learn from other people, I think that was really, really
useful for me” (R9, 16/09/16).
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However, there was balkanisation and silos within the Department and
ANRU that led to the isolation of individuals and hindered research performance.
“what I've seen … is increased siloing and Balkanisation [isolation]” (R5,
16/09/16)
“isolation largely from each other. So, it became the strategy to develop
the collaborative network” (R27, 27/10/16).
According to Academics, teams or groups of people with the same focus
shared work and dragged people along, and that provided opportunities for
learning from others. The absence of such opportunities thus impact research
opportunities negatively. Academics also asserted that whilst teamwork facilitated
research; it also provided opportunities for engagement to promote research.
Conferences, some funded from private sources, were important to make a
connection and converse with people with the same research interests, which led
to more connections and research opportunities. Networking and a network of
Academics led to a culture of research and opportunities to co-publish. Some
Academics responded that preparation for and attendance at proposal seminars
were intensive and provided conceptual and theoretical frameworks, which
contributed to learning. The aim of networking was learning, finding research
partners and publishing research collaboratively, which was not always possible.
“I don’t go to a lot of conferences, …, it negatively impacts my research,
because I don’t make contacts with other people in my area” (R7,
16/09/16)
“went to a conference and visited a bunch of institutions, … conferences
and meeting people and collaborating is a key to research” (R10,
21/09/16)
“my research is centred around participatory input from my research
partners and creating a network of research” (R1, 09/11/16)
“I mean, I’ve always, …, been networking. I’ve got a – quite a big network
around Australia and the world that I co-publish with and do research with”
(R10, 21/09/16)
“had a meeting [engaged] with someone from another country … got
about two or three meetings coming up with delegations [teams] coming
from overseas” (R4, 8/09/16)
“Proposal presentations, always interesting, …, giving you …, conceptual
and theoretical frameworks” (R1, 09/11/16).
One researcher viewed research as a private venture without
acknowledging the benefits of networking. However, the nature of the discipline
and personality were provided as reasons for the seemingly unsocial behaviour.
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Academics reported that collaborations, developing affiliations and
learning from others, showcasing their research and finding research opportunities,
described the Academics’ Interaction (A2) category.
In summary, the theme Personal Context (A) is derived from the
categories Individual Profile (A1) and Researcher Interactions (A2).
Those capabilities, inherent characteristics, and personal circumstances
that Academics experienced about themselves and research or doing research and
how it impacted on research performance thus described the Individual Profile (A1)
category.
Those reported interactions and collaborations Academics experienced as
learning from, showcase their research and find research opportunities described
the Academics’ Interaction (A2) category.
The categories Individual Profile (A1) and Academics’ Interactions (A2)
described those personal traits that influenced their research productivity and their
capacity for and opportunities to work with others to enhance their research
productivity and together formed the theme Personal Context (A).

4.4

Work Context (B) Theme
Work Context (B) described those factors, from the internal ANRU

environment, which had a direct impact on the Academics’ work and directly or
indirectly affected their contribution to research performance.
The Work Context (B) theme emerged from the data in the form of six
categories namely: Financial Resources (B1), Work Content (B2), Internal
Capability (B3), Conducting Research (B4), Institutional Leadership (B5) and
Climate and Culture (B6) as depicted in Figure 4.5.
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Figure 4.5: Taxonomy: DOH Work Context (B) Theme
An overview of the Work Context (B) theme showed Academics reported
that the category Climate and Culture (B6) was strongly impacted by the category
Institutional Leadership (B5) direction that focussed attention on the expected
standard of research performance. According to Academics, this focus was
intensified by the Institution’s perceived lack of Internal Capability (B3) in some
areas, such as Financial Resources (B1) to support Academics’ research
endeavours. These aspects, coupled with the natural way research was conducted
at ANRU, emphasised the direct impact of their Work Content (B2) on research
performance.
From Academic’s reports, the most vital topic that emerged and led to the
Work Context (B) theme was the mismatch between the higher demands for
research outputs and the access to resources to do the research. Academics at
DOH were markedly uneasy with the demands and expectations for improved
research without appropriate support, and some high performing Academics
considered cutting back on their research activities if additional support is not
provided.
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4.4.1

Financial Resources (B1) Category
The first category Financial Resources (B1) described how the availability

and utilisation of various types of monetary resources affected the research
performance of Academics.
Most Academics described their experience of a scarcity of finances
withholding them from taking advantage of opportunities in the research domain,
and how it hampered research performance. The taxonomy of the Financial
Resources (B1) category is depicted in Figure 4.6.

Figure 4.6: Taxonomy: DOH Financial Resources (B1) Category
Economic impact and funding policies foreshadow a more competitive
environment. Within a marginalised Humanities domain, a lack of financial
resources limited the DOH’s ability to attract Academics with a strong track record
to support grant applications in competition with reputable research institutions.
Academics asserted:
“You have to have the funding to do research. So, you can't get the
funding, and so it's a vicious circle” (R3, 2/11/16)1, 15/09/16)
“research funding is becoming less available, certainly from local
authorities. I just don’t think we're being funded enough” (R4, 8/09/16)
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“an Australian Research Council grant, I'm not going to do it by myself, I
need someone with a track record in the field” (R2, 29/09/16)
“national grants and international grants, it can be really difficult because
certain institutions have got huge reputations, and you're competing
against them” (R6, 22/09/16).
Money was not readily available, and budgets were strictly managed
within itemised project plans, which did not always consider indirect costs like
petrol according to Academics. Not all sub-disciplines within Humanities were “hot
topics” in research and attracted less money, thus allowing even fewer research
opportunities as asserted by Academics. There was little funding to buy-in
resources to do time-consuming routine research tasks or to buy-out teachingrelated tasks to give Academics more time for research, and which facilitate
increased research performance. While stressed by the demand for teaching and
research especially, Academics with higher teaching loads were frustrated with the
scarcity of finances to buy out/in time/resources to facilitate research. According to
Academics, research performance and Academics’ wellbeing suffered due to these
practices, and some Academics even considered not taking on new requests from
industry for research due to the additional workload or even the possibility of
needing to use their personal funds to finance research-related activities.
Academics claimed:
“At the end of the day, we don’t actually get any of that money. Even
though it's in the budget, it's itemised what the money is for. They take it,
and they say, ‘Well that goes towards your salary, to pay for your time’.”
So you're doing all of this, you're bringing in - my last project, I put in
money, at least petrol money for me to drive to the [research participants],
which is down past [direction] They said, ‘Oh no, we don’t care about that.
That just goes in and just pays towards your salary’ “(R6, 22/09/16)
“is a big research area, and that's where sort of money is available these
days. I'm not interested. The sad reality is that [Discipline] are incredibly
marginalised in DOH, across the board at the moment” (R5, 16/09/16)
“But as an educator, I find it’s very difficult to run research, particularly
when you can’t get buy-out for teaching or marking” (R8, 5/10/16).
The Academics’ experience of the availability and utilisation of financial
resources in the research domain and how it impacted on research performance
was thus described as the Financial Resources (B1) category.
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4.4.2

Work Content (B2) Category
Work Content (B2) was the second category and described how internal

contract-related aspects affected research activities, work and lifestyle.
Academics asserted that formal appointment contracts determined various
aspects of their work content and workload. In addition, the psychological
contracts, that is, perceived mutual understanding of informal obligations, are not
aligned with what is expected from them in reality. With teaching seen as the
highest priority, the teaching workload was demanding with large student numbers,
complex assessments and the demands of emails and teaching technologies. The
high workloads associated with teaching led to research being pushed back and or
completed in private time, which impacted on a work-life balance. Figure 4.7
depicts the taxonomy of the Work Content (B2) category.

Figure 4.7: Taxonomy: DOH Work Content (B2) Category
The impact of the content of the Academics’ role and work resulted in a
large volume of responses about how they affected research performance.
DOH Academics, in ongoing and fixed-term positions, stated that their
contract, representing their formal appointment, and the non-research roles,
responsibilities and duties kept them from improving research performance. The
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duration of contracts and the knowledge that it was not being renewed kept
contract staff from being committed to and or considered for research work.
Academics considered these aspects as a negative impact on research
performance. Between teaching and research, Academics claimed they became
‘time poor’ because of the type of research, mostly qualitative, which was timeconsuming and needed uninterrupted blocks of time. It created conflict between
getting research done and the need to provide student support. A considerable
proportion of the Academics claimed they did not have enough available time to do
research.
Academics communicated the psychological impact of the contracts and
related duties with comments such as:
“I wasn't considered for PhD students, because I was on short-term
contracts. It [short term contract] really impacts on your ability to
participate in research and to be considered to be part of [research
teams]” (R7, 16/09/16)
“the contracts for two of the staff, … renewable in the near future, … were
not going to be renewed. It [had] an effect on us all” (R2, 29/09/16)
“so, the duties that we have that distract from the job are high” (R5,
16/09/16)
“we're frantically writing reports [duties] all the time, and that probably
inhibited the journal articles” (R1, 09/11/16)
“we've got about four or five publications in a recently completed PhD, but
that person is extremely busy doing other things at the moment” (R4,
8/09/16).
Academics claimed that the roles of the course coordinator, nondesignated course coordinator, and dual teacher/researcher Responsibilities had
been a research performance constraint for most of the Academics. While most
Academics felt responsible for research; they also had a strong responsibility
towards their teaching and academic role. The feeling of responsibility towards
their roles made them take on additional responsibilities such as serving on
committees and acting positions, over and above teaching, which most claimed
impacted on research performance. Whilst the formal appointment contract
governed the role, some Academics asserted that there were further inherent
responsibilities such as multiple roles, “backfilling”, and expectations of the role
that affected research performance.
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“I covered long service leave in this role, … naturally, the teaching
skyrocketed for me. … because I was course coordinating … my research
output naturally took a bit of a decline in that semester” (R9, 16/09/16)
“I had some course coordination [responsibilities] at that time, but I don’t
think it was an impediment to my research, … it's [course coordination in a
sole teaching role] easy as an academic, but I think that was reasonable
at that time” (R3, 2/11/16).
The inherent job content impact included satisfying the needs of
customers (students, and industry partners), which involved complex interactions
and consumed time. Academics acknowledged that teaching subjects or practising
research-informed teaching and aligning their research endeavours would improve
publication rates. High teaching loads translated to more Assessments that took up
time in which data collection could have been done.
“we're dealing with people [customers, students, and industry partners],
even the basic steps become so much more complicated [complex] and
time-consuming” (R5, 16/09/16)
“more complex doing research in our [academic department] than a lot of
the others” (R26, 2/11/16)
“they'd [Industry partner] say, ‘Oh, no. We're doing … [it this way]’” (R1,
09/11/16)
“[We are] encouraged to do research informed [research aligned]
teaching” (R3, 2/11/16).
Academics viewed the work environment and the expectations of service
with high teaching and assessment loads, and research and obtaining grants
without a credible lead researcher as challenging. The nature of the focused
teaching role often contradicted work or role flexibility and forced them to research
outside normal working hours. They furthermore experienced that large classes,
detailed assessments, and marking affected Academics’ research performance.
Academics reported:
“[DOH] want [expect us] to teach students to be [of] high calibre [which is
challenging]” (R3, 2/11/16)
“And retention. …, maintaining students at all cost [is challenging]” ((R5,
16/09/16), 16/09/16)
“students … need a huge amount of support. … we have to work very
hard with them to get them up to the right standard [at] teaching standards
that you have to comply [with less flexibility]” (R6, 22/09/16)
“having to teach larger classes. … [has] an impact on their marking
[assessments] and everything else” (R4, 8/09/16).
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Supporting these claims were the peripheral aspects that affected them.
Regardless of the espoused workload model, Academics asserted that, with
peripheral aspects included, work exceeded the allocated percentage. Committee
work, a lack of and unreliable technological support, an overload of emails, in
addition to administration, and ineffective support from people in administrative
roles eroded research time. Academics stated that these peripheral aspects
caused them to retreat from research to deal with the perceived high workload and
simultaneous expectation of high research performance such as PhD completions.
While some Academics believed the workload, model was not clear concerning
what constituted the 30% research, it seemed to be accepted that it is only a
theoretical indication. Academics asserted that:
“workload … there's no relationship between that and the works that you
actually do” (R26, 2/11/16)
“the workloads are high and getting higher … more people retreating. I
don’t know if … the research component has really been well articulated
yet, … don’t think they've quite worked out what constitutes accountability”
(R5, 16/09/16)
“I'm not the only one. I know others who on their HDR supervision alone
exceed the 30% allocation” (R4, 8/09/16)
“the duties … that distract from the job are high [by] serving on
committees” (R5, 16/09/16)
“the technologies, … spend hours … learning … before I could actually
even start the project. …struggling with the software, they don’t really
know how to use it” (R6, 22/09/16)
“reliability [of] technology [is a] barrier … the online library stuff is
fantastic” (R4, 8/09/16)
“you go on leave and you come back to, … up to four, 500 emails” (R4,
8/09/16)
“[the] admin side … sluggish or a bit weird and cobbled together” (R10,
21/09/16)
“there was a lot of administration … time … devote to the writing
diminished” (R2, 29/09/16).
Thus, some Academics stated that research was therefore mainly done
over weekends, which interfered with family time and resulted in a skewed work-life
balance. Academics believed that sacrificing personal time over weekends for
research impacted on the researcher as well as family members to the extent that
marriages and relationships suffered. Academics asserted that they had difficulty
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balancing or integrating teaching, research, and lifestyle to the extent that it
facilitated a stress-free experience, which is exemplified by the following quotes:
“don’t want to go to more training sessions. … I'm time poor” (R5,
16/09/16)
“come in on a weekend … only time … focus on your research …. … say
to me, ‘If you're going to spend one more working at, [ANRU] like don’t
come home’ " (R6, 22/09/16)
“weekend [work]… stop and say, let go. … I remarried [I] didn't want to
make that mistake again” (R5, 16/09/16).
These difficulties were exacerbated by insufficient communication of
information about processes and who should be contacted for assistance.
Academics indicated that some messages filter through all layers, others,
especially functional strategies and plans were less available at the lower levels.
“Like ASPIRE points [Research Activity Index (RAI) a measure of
research performance] and stuff like that. No one has ever explained
[communicated] that to me. I think you should be informed about those
processes” (R8, 5/10/16)
“difficult sometimes to identify who you're supposed to be communicating
with” (R26, 2/11/16).
Academics reported that they were torn between the priorities and
expectation of their formal contract. The formal contract embedded inherent and
peripheral aspects that impacted on their experience of Work Content (B2).
How these internal employment-related aspects impacted on research
activities and work/lifestyle thus described the Work Content (B2) category.

4.4.3

Environmental Capability (B3) Category
The third category underpinning the theme Work Context (B) was the

Environmental Capability (B3) of ANRU which involved inherent aspects such as
support and assistance to staff the environmental capability of the Department, and
the reputation of ANRU and its staff members that provided assistance, resources
and institutionalised research capability to Academics.
Most Academics reported that they perceived their leadership and
colleagues as supportive and capable. However, some alleged the DOH and
centralised service centres did not do much to support or assist them but
acknowledged that research-only positions were supported. Research centres had
been established to support research performance. Nonetheless, ANRU was
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generally not viewed as a research-intensive university and subsequently did not
acquire many ARC grants or recruit reputable researchers. Figure 4.8 depicts the
taxonomy of the Environmental Capability (B3) category.

Figure 4.8: Taxonomy: DOH Environmental Capability (B3) Category
Academics perceived that whilst students received support, staff did not
get the support they needed for ANRU to become a world-class university. Neither
did they have time to attend scheduled learning and collaboration opportunities.
While some assistance was provided in the DOH, staff expressed the need for
increased assistance with the high demands of their administrative loads and
commented that increased assistance would help to improve research
performance. Academics indicated that a capable resource, such as research
assistants were in need, particularly assistants who could do literature studies,
complete the routine portions of grant writing, as well as administrative tasks. Such
a capable resource would allow Academics with more time to do the much-needed
research. According to them, without this support, ANRU could not create the
necessary reputation to attract human and financial resources, provide close
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support to PhD students and build research capability. Examples of claims made
by Academics were:
“support [that the academic department is offering] is not too bad.… it’s
our ability to take up some of the offers, …. possibly it's support for us
during the process [of research] that is lacking” (R5, 16/09/16)
“can't become a world class university, … be a Monash without all the
things that Monash has got, … You need support with that” (R3, 2/11/16)
“applying for the big grants, …, [we need] more assistance with the sheer
amount of work that has to be done” (R4, 8/09/16).
Likewise, Academics experienced that, in most cases, centralised service
centres could not provide additional capacity that supported reputation, funding
applications and research performance. The service offered by centralised service
centres were cumbersome to access, but colleagues within the Department who
created an environment that supported relationship building and motivation were
perceived to be fantastic. Unfortunately, the low number of academic staff
members with a PhD qualification and research capability limited the support that
could be provided within the Department. Academics stated that:
“not that much support for staff.… universities overseas that I've worked at
… got a lot more dedicated support to help researchers [such as
centralised statistical centres]” (R6, 22/09/16)
“I've got some fantastic colleagues. I enjoy the colleagues that I work with”
(R5, 16/09/16)
“had very high quality … people here, … it [the people] just disappeared”
(R3, 2/11/16)
“there’s [not] enough good research skills in the university at the moment”
(R8, 5/10/16)
“it's interesting in that it [DOH] has such a high number of non-PhD
qualified staff” (R10, 21/09/16).
The quality of a university’s research environment was mentioned as a
criterion in grant allocation, and this impacted on the environmental capability.
Whilst the research capacity provided by ANRU was a concern for some
Academics; others were given support to promote research and attract
collaborators. Academics alluded to the fact that a conducive environment is a prerequisite for maximum research performance. However, most of them did not
believe that ANRU, had a sufficient number of Academics with adequate capacity
for the expected research performance to be achieved.
“because when you go for an ARC grant, you get judged … one of them is
the environment [infrastructure] within which you're doing the research
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and the research support…. if you can't point to a [research department]
that has a track record [capacity], … it makes it much more difficult” (R26,
2/11/16)
“I mean going to conferences and meeting people and collaborating is a
key to research, … then for them to come over and be interested. ANRU
has … provided me, [with] great capacity to do that” (R10, 21/09/16)
“equipment and things which is quite useful for us occasionally to be
borrowing” (R7, 16/09/16)
“the [research entity has a system and website], but there’s stuff [research
support material] all over the place. … it’s like trying to put a jigsaw
together” (R8, 5/10/16).
ANRU’s capacity and capability, together with the capability of its
researchers strongly influenced research reputation. Being part of a new university
and not linked to a research entity with a track record was a barrier in terms of
attracting ARC grants, which was tied to institutional reputation. Academics stated:
“a newer, younger institution, that can be a barrier. The University's
reputation …” (R6, 22/09/16)
“can't point to a research [entity] that has a track record …. Whereas if
you're [the] University of Melbourne, …. … in lots of areas they are very
good. … reputation goes a long way” (R26, 2/11/16).
In summary, Academics experienced a disadvantage with the fact that
ANRU did not have the capacity, record of accomplishment, and reputable
academics to be mentors and neither was it able to attract substantial grants that
are needed to resource cutting-edge research.
Those aspects that pointed to the capacity and capability of ANRU and its
Academics, which contributed to the University’s reputation described the
Environmental Capability (B3) category.

4.4.4

Conducting Research (B4) Category
Conducting Research (B4) was the fourth category comprising the theme

Work Context (B) and described aspects of expectations towards research and
achieving published research.
As an overview of this category, some Academics reported that not all
academic departments have the same research profile, thus using the same
modelling and reports for comparisons of research performance was perceived as
invalid. It was claimed that Academics did not produce research at the expected
level allocated within the workload model. Others regarded PhD students as
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potential generators for improved research production. Academics also reported
that improved productivity was envisaged.
Academics described published research at DOH as how they
experienced aspects such as the Environment within which research was
conducted, the Publishing process, the choice of Journal Level, and what was
regarded as Research counting towards research production. These aspects were
influenced directly by expectations of Academics’ research performance and
affected the experience of conducting research. How individuals at DOH viewed
the level of published research output and expectations towards meeting these
levels for research performance described expected research. Figure 4.9 depicts
the taxonomy of the Conducting Research (B4) category.

Figure 4.9: Taxonomy: DOH Conducting Research (B4) Category
Academics acknowledged that they do not meet the productivity expected
of them (expected research). Academics further asserted that PhD students and
early career researchers (ECRs) were a valuable source of research outputs but
were perhaps underutilised and ECRs might experience a lack of support to
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generate outputs. They furthermore suggested that ample uninterrupted time to
write-up research was needed as illustrated by the following quotations:
“I think next year, we’ll be productive again in a new way” (R8, 5/10/16)
“you take on PhD students because they're the real research engines of
any enterprise” (R27, 27/10/16)
“need good, interrupted blocks of time, particularly when you're writing”
(R9, 16/09/16)
“In a way, I was very much encouraged to do research, so that was
definitely perceived as part of my role, which obviously it was in my
contract” (R3, 2/11/16).
Academics were aware that the intensity of research expectation varied
from time to time and certainly changed with changes in leadership. There was,
however, dissatisfaction and feelings of overload as the expectations were for both:
high-quality research performance and to be top performers in all other aspects of
their academic roles. These increased expectations were not backed by higher
levels of support for improved research performances. An expectation of everyone
being top performers in all aspects of the academic role was unrealistic, according
to some Academics. The following quotations demonstrate these expectation
assertions:
“they're telling us now they want us to really publish in the top journals.
There are huge expectations. … to be on top of your field, … fantastic
service. … to be on top of all of that, plus then be on top of the research
as well” (R6, 22/09/16)
“I think what's changed is there is - there's a need, a much greater
pressure to publish. It's being articulated very clearly, you must do more,
….” (R7, 16/09/16).
Academics claimed that leaders expected published research outputs to
meet research activity index standards, in high impact journals, at a specified
quality, and a specified quantity. However, they did not experience a sufficiently
supportive research environment to enable expectations to be met.
The publishing research code comprised those aspects hindering,
supporting and driving actual dissemination of research and its recognition within a
specific environment. There was dissatisfaction with how the generation of
research outputs was managed, which contributed to low volumes of publishing.
Academics reported as follows:
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“I publish from my PhD as well, but again that's been difficult because
again, not having professors or associate professors [supporting you]”
(R3, 2/11/16)
“And generally, the publications happen because there's a number of
people that are - or bodies that are involved … that, … want to make sure
they get something out of it” (R7, 16/09/16)
“I think we were encouraged to do research-informed teaching, so I'd say
that I felt [it] was a positive. … that was something that was good. …. I
then implemented that into my teaching, and I felt there was some
synergy there” (R3, 2/11/16)
“Nobody’s responsible for anything. I could maybe publish one article
every two years, which would be so easy to do, … nobody would follow
me up” (R8, 5/10/16)
“there are people in [DOH], and you know, …, they don’t do any research
at all, …, and they're still getting paid the same amount of money” (R7,
16/09/16).
The leaders’ choice of journals, to publish in, showed the high journal level
at which Academics were expected to publish. Some Academics did not
necessarily agree with this as the only or best strategy. Academics observed that
to publish only in high-level journals implied a specific quality expectation at
expected delivery rates that negatively affected the number of outputs that could
be published. Academics also indicated uncertainty about what constitutes
research quality, Research Activity Index (RAI) points and what was acknowledged
as research.
“The people whose work is getting accepted for those [Top] journals are
people where they have a whole dedicated department behind them. They
have statisticians who are helping them” (R6, 22/09/16)
“Journals, I suppose to some extent it's … out of our control, but
sometimes the time a journal takes with their reviews is such a long time it
makes you think about which journals you'll apply to. …, you have to be
very mindful … what level of journals should we be heading for. I
recognise quantity is important too” (R1, 09/11/16)
“There's something else, that what constitutes research, RAI points and
so on, is a little bit contentious” (R5, 16/09/16)
“But exactly what does it mean … I often find a lot of things are vague, like
how universities are assessed for their research output” (R7, 16/09/16)
“You know, for you trying to do it at 2am in the morning, in between
marking and sorting out everything else, it's - it's very hard to reach the
same [expected quality] standard” (R6, 22/09/16)
“[more] publications, but it’s not going to raise the quality of the
publications. … quality isn't high enough, … - what does that actually
mean?” (R7, 16/09/16)
Page 93 of 355

“Now they (textbook writing) take a lot of research … for some of my
textbook publications in the past, but that's not recognised as research”
(R5, 16/09/16).
Expected research and published research described the environment in
which research was conducted and the expectation to disseminate the research in
high impact journals at specified quality and quantity.
These aspects throughout the process, from the expectation to research
through to the reception of the reward of publishing the research, comprised the
Conducting Research (B4) category.

4.4.5

Institutional Leadership (B5) Category
Institutional Leadership (B5) was the fifth category in the theme Work

Context (B) and consolidated the direction and institutionalising aspects introduced
by leaders, which impacted on research activity. Figure 4.10 depicts the taxonomy
of the Institutional Leadership (B5) category.

Figure 4.10: Taxonomy: DOH Institutional Leadership (B5) Category
For Academics, the importance of having a strategic mindset, the
increased focus on research, and the role that the institution could play in scanning
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the environment and influencing governmental decisions were considered crucial
for research performance and comprised Institutional Leadership (B5).
Institutional Leadership (B5) was constructed from the leadership that
Academics experienced, combined with how this leadership was institutionalised.
Leadership was experienced as to how leaders set the DOH’s Strategic direction,
with specific Goals, Expectations, Accountability, and Change towards the
Direction provided. Where the Strategic research focus and Direction was aligned
with individual and team Goals, research performance was facilitated according to
Academics. However, in cases where an individual’s interest was different from the
DOH’s priorities or the Head DOH was not research focussed, Academics
perceived the lack of support for individual interest and a lack of research focus as
barriers to their research performance. The following quotations illustrate
Academics’ experiences:
“[ strategic decisions] illustrates a … particular mindset … that has
consequences for research. … a period where it wasn't important to hire
staff who had postgraduate degrees. … not important to have
postgraduate students, …. [illustrates a] deliberate choice … research
isn't important, so we get rid of Honours degrees. It does affect pathways
into postgraduate studies” (R26, 2/11/16)
“the priorities of the [academic department], … just don’t align to my own
personal areas of interest” (R5, 16/09/16)
“I didn't give high enough priority to making sure we turned the reports into
journal articles” (R2, 29/09/16)
“relates to the university goals, which are participative and engagement”
(R1, 09/11/16)
“work together … towards a common [research output] goal” (R7,
16/09/16).
Academics acknowledged that there was a focus from ANRU’s leaders on
more whole of academic work Accountability. Still, some of them experienced that
not all first-line supervisors kept staff accountable, which was also a barrier to
research performance. They noticed that there was an equally high Expectation
towards all departments and academics about teaching and research; however,
the perceived high teaching workload for DOH was an impediment to research
performance. Academics, furthermore, asserted that the assistance and support
provided by leaders were directed towards the students and the research focus of
the leaders. According to Academics, a lack of support from leaders at ANRU or
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within the DOH, together with differentiated expectations towards accountability
and non-aligned leaders’ Changes was a definite barrier to research performance,
even if they were productive. Academics reported the following:
“increased rigorousness and increased accountability, … brings with it an
inherent nervousness” (R3, 2/11/16)
“Nobody’s responsible for anything. … I could literally do nothing in this
job in my 26 weeks that I’m not teaching, and nobody would care” (R8,
5/10/16)
“there are huge expectations. … expected to be on top of … your
curriculum field, … to give like fantastic service. … expected to be on top
of the research as well” (R6, 22/09/16)
“Teaching workloads increased [due to] structural changes in the formula
[with higher] expectations of teaching over the years. There is no time
anymore to reflect, read” (R3, 2/11/16)
“what's changed is there is - …, a much greater pressure to publish” (R5,
16/09/16)
“we had a lot of leadership changes within [the DOH]. … every time you
get a new [DOH] leader who says, ‘We're going to rewrite and we're going
to scrap everything that you did before, it's all rubbish, and you've got to
start again’, and it's very time consuming” (R6, 22/09/16)
“The head of [the DOH] was a partner in most of the research, ….
research went very well, but then the departmental head changed, …, it
became much more difficult to do research” (R2, 29/09/16).
According to Academics, leaders institutionalised work structure through
providing approvals, governed by policies, and implementing processes and
systems, with procedures in a set structure; however, some practices were
different from other departments in ANRU.
Academics claimed that some of these aspects supported research
performance, whereas others negatively affected performance, as indicated by the
following approval and policy related quotations:
“went very well, but then the departmental head changed, the difficulties
were getting approval to attend conferences, applying for leave to attend
these things” (R2, 29/09/16)
“required to submit very detailed reports on movements at interstate
meetings or local meetings [and] approval was slow in coming” (R2,
29/09/16)
“recently changed all of their forms as well for research approvals” (R9,
16/09/16)
“Like the vast – variety of policies at [ANRU] and finding out about them
after the fact because you couldn’t find them in the first place, … uses
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time up and time is the most precious resource that an academic has”
(R10, 21/09/16)
“other changes of policy are important. And as I've outlined …, the
changes of policy towards whether or not they'll allow you to do research
…, that change has made it much more difficult” (R26, 2/11/16).
Whereas some of the grant processes were a plus, other systems and
processes like performance management and finance were bureaucratic, and the
interactions were not well understood according to Academics. For example, the
importance of an ethics system was acknowledged for the Humanities. However,
Academics thought that a process that manages all applications, in the same way,
referring minor issues back to the Academic, instead of rectifying the mistakes and
non-alignment with industry expectations delayed research projects and thus
hampered research performance. Academics asserted that non-existing, not
intuitive, time-consuming procedures such as ethics applications, and the low HEW
levels [appointment levels of general staff] of people making the decisions or
interpreting the procedures for systems hampered research performance.
“I’ve taught myself everything here and I teach most people [that have
already been here] the systems” (R8, 5/10/16)
“I have [positions available] for research assistants. [If I do] have a system
that can identify across the university, who can do what, availability, [that]
would be really helpful to me” (R1, 09/11/16)
“There is increased bureaucracy … rigorous [performance] processes due
to search for efficiency you measure more KPIs an example … which
impact on their time” (R3, 2/11/16)
“because most of our processes are set up for our partners to contribute
to us, rather than for us to send money out” (R9, 16/09/16)
“See, it's different if you're in engineering. … you just do an ethics
declaration saying there are no humans that are involved in this research,
and …, you can go straight on” (R5, 16/09/16)
“But ethics is always just a pain, …. So, I mean that’s ethics, it’s there to
stop bad things happening to people, and that’s the moral – but
sometimes the whole entire process is not warranted, [for] a very low risk
situation” (R10, 21/09/16)
“So whatever you send [to the Industry partner], which complies, which
has already received ethics approval from [ANRU], they will kick all of that
out and you've got to redo all the letters, … from the beginning to meet
their expectations” (R6, 22/09/16).
Some Academics felt the structures provided them with autonomy and
involvement in decisions. Others, however, felt there should be more supportive
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practices (e.g., recruitment) in place to facilitate increased research performance.
they stated:
“[Because of the structure] I'm more involved in decision making process
with [my leader] … More autonomy because of that” (R1, 09/11/16)
“So, I do think there could be structures in place that actually position
someone better [for] research performance” (R8, 5/10/16)
“My experience in recruiting for [the DOH] is we don’t seem to attract
many people with appropriate qualifications and experience. Depends
where the positions are advertised” (R4, 8/09/16)
“I think probably the way teaching is organised, particularly in [the DOH structures and practices]” (R26, 2/11/16).
The direction and institutionalising aspects introduced by the leaders that
impact on research activity described the Institutional Leadership (B5) category.

4.4.6

Research Climate and Culture (B6) Category
The last category in the Work Context (B) theme is Research Culture and

Climate (B6), which explains conditions that constituted the atmosphere in which
(climate), and way in which (culture) Academics operated.
It appears from the interviews that Academics did not distinguish climate
from culture. For this reason, although the constructs were captured separately at
the open coding level, they were lumped together at a coding level.
An overview of this category revealed that Academics reported the
absence of a research culture. Their lived experience of a research culture was
captured by what they reported as culture, access to data and bureaucracy.
However, ANRU’s general expectation for improved research outputs created a
feeling towards a research climate, which some Academics reported as a low
morale and an emphasis on confidentiality. The prevailing climate and culture were
embedded in teaching where staff members were expected to have modelled the
profession and enhanced student satisfaction, as well as accompanied improved
research outputs. The conditions that constituted the way and atmosphere in which
Academics operated set the lived experience of culture and climate. Figure 4.11
depicts the taxonomy of the Climate and Culture (B6) category.
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Figure 4.11: Taxonomy: DOH Research Climate and Culture (B6) Category
Some Academics believed that staff morale was low. Academics claimed
that climate and confidentiality explained a prevailing condition where information
was not freely shared, supported inactivity and thus hampered research
performance. The following quotations illustrate Academics’ experiences of a
research climate:
“I think the climate's a bit - you know, people's morale is not that high at
the moment” (R7, 16/09/16)
“that sort of information [impact of practice] … that’s confidential” (R4,
8/09/16)
“then [that non-sharing] affects the research climate and culture” (R26,
2/11/16).
Confidentiality of performance reviews and lack of awareness of reward
and recognition assisted neither a climate nor culture conducive to research
performance.
The culture was mainly experienced through a lack of experienced
researchers that contributed to good culture and climate; autonomy (bureaucracy);
career opportunities; access to money, library resources and research assistants.
Academics suggested that eliminating unnecessary red tape and compliance
aspects could facilitate improved research performance. According to them,
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bureaucratic processes evidenced by monitoring, compliance and regulations, and
mandatory attendance of courses together with unnecessary form-filling enforced
red tape bureaucracy as per the following quotes:
“a series of delays on the bureaucracy part meant it [research] wasn’t
finally accepted until [nine months later]” (R10, 21/09/16)
“I think this place is more bureaucratic than the public service… we're
becoming more and more; I'm going to use the term regulated” (R4,
8/09/16).
Academics were also of the opinion that the opportunity for career
progression was viewed as an external motivator and could, therefore, facilitate
research performance at a personal level. In contrast with the career opportunities,
a lack of succession planning was experienced. Academics concluded that the
slow uptake of initiatives and other Access opportunities were inadequate and a
reduction in shared spaces led to people withdrawing to their offices, which
impacted negatively on collaboration and thus, research performance.
“I think by and large, universities in general, …, provide an environment
which gives you the opportunity to advance your career, purely on your
own merits” (R4, 8/09/16)
“succession planning …, in terms of research support, …, who are going
to be the researchers of tomorrow” (R5, 16/09/16)
“So [ease of] access to databases and finding [them]… databases are
actually collecting the same information but in three different places” (R1,
09/11/16)
“[lack of] access to research assistants and funding to pay them” (R1,
09/11/16)
“it does have a negative impact when you reduce the collaborative spaces
where people can go to” (R7, 16/09/16).
Academics thought that ANRU did not provide a culture that supported
research performance, but that the appointment of experienced researchers could
facilitate a research performance culture as evidenced by the quotations below:
“And that's part of research culture [who or which central service centre to
communicate with]. … so, it's not just the research culture or your
[academic department] or your centre; it's the wider one” (R26, 2/11/16)
“if you're getting staff in who are, you know, experienced researchers and
good at working with other people, that certainly contributes to a good
culture and climate” (R26, 2/11/16).
The conditions that constituted the atmosphere (climate) and the way
(culture) in which Academics were expected to contribute to research performance
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formed the last category Research Culture and Climate (B6) of the Work Context
(B) theme.
In summary, the Work Context (B) theme comprised the categories
Financial Resources (B1), Work Content (B2), Environmental Capability (B3),
Conducting Research (B4), Institutional Leadership (B5) and Research Climate
and Culture (B6). These categories explained: the crucial impact of financial
resources, how the work and the various roles of an academic distract efforts away
from research performance and the influence of the lack of supporting capability of
internal resources on research performance. It further emphasised the duality
within the process of conducting research, namely high expectations for quality and
volume of publications in high-ranking journals vis à vis exemplary teaching.
Neither did the perceived high turnover in leadership or long-term strategic
decisions assist in a consistent research focus. These non-aligned categories to a
joint research focus created conflict within Academics and contributed to a climate
and culture, which were not conducive to research performance. The six categories
individually and by augmenting each other created an internal environment that
affected Academics research performance and formed the Work Context (B)
theme.

4.5

External Context (C) Theme
The External Context (C) theme comprised the impact that the external

environment, primarily the agendas within the international and national domains,
had on the research performance of Academics. Figure 4.12 depicts the taxonomy
of the External Context (C) theme.
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Figure 4.12: Taxonomy: DOH External Context (C) Theme
The External Context (C) theme emerged in the form of national agendas
comprising the requirements of government agencies and compliance to aspects
such as expected standards for accreditations and/or curricula requirements, as
well as the international agenda.
In general, the experience of the Academics was that the national and
international context affected research performance in that the international
agendas also shaped the national research agenda and subsequent funding
opportunities. Also, on a national level, influential governing bodies changed
accreditations and/or curricula requirements which contributed to higher teachingrelated workloads. In the few instances where increased research efforts were
possible, it created the opportunity to be exposed to both international and national
thinking and to collaborate with external individuals and bodies which impacted
positively on research performance.
Without the opportunities to meet with academics on the cutting edge of
their research domains and being exposed to external research thinking, DOH
Academics felt they were not able to collaborate with those researchers and build
their reputation.
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4.5.1

National Impact (C1) Category
National Impact (C1) refers to that national and state government

legislation, regulations and guidelines within which research is conducted. Figure
4.13 depicts the National Impact (C1) category taxonomy.

Figure 4.13: Taxonomy: DOH National Impact (C1) Category
Academics asserted that government influence shaped the research
agenda through policy and funding. The Government expected compliance through
national and state government legislation, regulations, and guidelines while
economic views echoed the user pays principle, typical of a neo-liberal agenda.
Influential governance bodies changed curricula, and more than one governing
body sometimes held course accreditations. The political impact of government
and government bodies implemented through programs influenced the research
performance of Academics.
This influence was counterproductive to research performance in that the
additional work created by changes to policies and programs took the focus away
from research. They reported these claims as experiences of changes that
influenced the research agenda through policies, which affected access to money,
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how impact ratings were determined and what counted as research illustrated by
the following quotations:
“Government shape[s] the research agenda” (R3, 2/11/16)
“Government policy on what counts in terms of research … on funding
awards to universities, that clearly affects what we can do” (R1, 09/11/16)
“Obviously in [the DOH], because our [of our] industry …, we're impacted
by national and state changes in policy and budgeting and all that
…because the state government hasn't got any money. … [they] cut the
budgets of the organisations that we work with. The Commonwealth
government are much the same … so [it] reduces the [research]
opportunities” (R26, 2/11/16)
“But there can be a lot of non-financial policy changes that - in the wider
industry that can affect our [research] opportunities that we have to be
involved [in] (R26, 2/11/16)
“The pressure that's flowing down into - … from [ANRU] into DOH, from
federal politics, down to [ANRU]. I understand the pressures” (R5,
16/09/16).
Besides, government and research agencies were not making money
available for the creation of new knowledge in all domains in the Humanities. Some
funding agencies only fund research aligned with their priorities. Academics
perceived that governing bodies had an enormous impact on research in the way
they prioritise research endeavours. This impact happened through apportion of
money, time taken to process approvals for money and research opportunities, and
demand process and document compliance. Academics commented as follows:
“I work in …, … a big thing [of International interest] at the moment. So
that actually benefits my particular field” (R10, 21/09/16)
“no real genuine interest amongst research bodies for … [my specific
discipline] research” (R5, 16/09/16)
“They [industry partner] are notorious for taking a very, very long time to
turn around applications” (R9, 16/09/16).
An academic asserted that the neo-liberal agenda did not provide enough
money, but still expected high outputs that hampered research performance.
“so, cutting everything right down to the bone and user pays …. Because
the neo-liberal agenda is sort of what's driving a bit of this place. You
know, the money is just not there, but the output [is still expected]” (R5,
16/09/16).
As indicated earlier, Academics understand that governments influence
the research agenda through funding bodies. In addition to this, the impact of
compliance exercised through course accreditation bodies and curriculum changes
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created workloads that limited opportunity for research. In respect of compliance,
Academics claimed that government bodies, in conjunction with course
accreditation bodies required changes in curricula that affected workloads such as
changes in lesson plans and relevant assessments. This compliance aspect was at
times exacerbated by changes in the DOH leadership that also demanded changes
in teaching programs or anticipated changes to come primarily from national, but
even from the international agendas.
Legislative changes that resulted in course accreditation from more than
one body were reported as particularly costly and time-consuming. The rewriting of
teaching material and submission of evidence, because of these legislative
changes, hampered research performance, according to them. A typical claim
regarding course accreditation impacts was:
“I've just taken over a course, at a period where we're doing a lot of
changing accreditations and other things; it means I'm doing a lot of
rewriting of materials” (R9, 16/09/16).
Compliance through policies and processes also impact on research
performance. For example, when an industry partner requires different and
additional human ethics submissions to those required by the University, the extra
workload hampers research performance.
“being cognisant of those policies that are external to [ANRU], because it
can hamper your progress, particularly if you have something approved by
[ANRU] but then doesn't get approved and needs changes by external
body, you then still need to go back and submit your amendment to
[ANRU] to say, ‘We had to change things’” (R9, 16/09/16)
“the … standards that you have to comply [with]…. Then you've got to be
in line with the [national guidelines] … every time you have a new
government and they put a new [guideline] in place, you've got to update
all of your … materials to link with that” (R6, 22/09/16)
“[Industry partner A] is a little bit better. I mean they do have a (ethics)
vetting system as well, but they're not as onerous. And [Industry partner
B] is easy, because you just have to get the approval” (R26, 2/11/16).
In summary, the interest of many Academics was not aligned with
governing and grant distribution priorities and as such, hampered their research
performance. Government views caused changes to curriculums, which were
detrimental to researchers’ time for research. Governing and legislative bodies
direction and expected execution of the course seemed not to be aligned to overall
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long-term strategies. This governing approach contributed to unnecessary time
consuming, costly administrative burdens in Academics’ opinion.
The Government’s research agenda for the higher education sector,
delivered as directives through legislation and policies was in certain instances a
significant contributor to lower research performance and as such described the
National Impact (C1) category.
The second category that contributed to the External Context (C) theme
was International Impact (C2).

4.5.2

International Impact (C2) Category
International Impact (C2) comprised those aspects that provided

international opportunities and influenced local thoughts on research direction.
Figure 4.14 depicts the International Impact (C2) category taxonomy.

Figure 4.14: Taxonomy: DOH International Impact (C2) Category
As an overview of this category, Academics reported that international
agendas shaped national research agendas. Research initiatives aligned with
international research agendas allowed for access to research money direct from
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international sources or through national sources. Some staff shared more
experience of international influence and international thinking than others.
Academics reported that the impact from both national and International
Influence was closely linked to the access and availability of reputable academics
and their research endeavours. They, however, suggested that these opportunities
were not fully exploited due to ANRU’s low reputation and lack of opportunity,
impaired by high costs, for academics to attend conferences. Typical claims were:
“the continual drive from United Nations agencies for … outcomes
probably impacted on the department” (R2, 29/09/16)
“there's an international movement [thinking] around [that influence] our
work” (R1, 09/11/16)
“international conferences, we're not going [and] no funding to go to
conferences internationally” (R31, 15/09/16)
“to increase the number of international partnerships, arrangements that
we have.…lead to research opportunities, … in terms of broadening
experiences in international settings you would have to go to the
European and American conferences” (R4, 8/09/16).
Some staff reported more awareness of opportunities created through
technology and through partnerships to collaborate with international academics.
Academics believed that technology improved contact and collaboration
opportunities with international partners, exposure or promotion of opportunities
that influenced their research and thus improved research performance and skills
that may make ANRU more competitive. They claimed that:
“Skype, business Skype, and it's brilliant. So, the world can be smaller”
(R31, 15/09/16)
“A global world, … means we have better means of communication.
Especially in tertiary, we have the option, the opportunity now to be more
connected [have partnerships] with colleagues” (R5, 16/09/16)
“the continual drive from United Nations agencies for … outcomes
probably impacted on the department” (R2, 29/09/16)
“I think one of the things that we're doing at the moment is we're trying to,
and I think probably succeeding, [is] to increase the number of
international partnerships, arrangements that we have.… certainly, in
terms of broadening experiences in international settings” (R4, 8/09/16)
“I know that's what is going to make us competitive globally. We've got to
be the higher order thinkers, … but we need some … [research] skills as
well. And I don’t think there's any priority on that at all within society” (R31,
15/09/16).
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Academics viewed international thinking as contributing to their research
practice and felt that technology provided greater accessibility to the international
research resource, which allows better opportunities for collaboration. According to
Academics, niche teaching and learning areas, aligned to international thinking and
agendas, allowed promotion for and attraction of international students. Academics
asserted:
“meetings coming up with delegations coming from overseas. … if you get
one of those, the research opportunities or teaching opportunities present
itself. … that I think is a - is a market that we are targeting, I might be
travelling into the Middle East this year to look at opportunities” (R4,
8/09/16).
The international aspects that provided international opportunities, thought
leadership, direction, related funding, partnerships, as well as influenced political
and leaders’ thoughts on research direction formed the category International
Impact (C2).
In summary, the External Context (C) theme comprised two main factors
that affected research performance, namely: national impact and international
impact. The national agenda, influenced by the international agenda, shaped policy
and funding opportunities, which directly had a national impact on research
performance at ANRU. This impact was mainly though a lack of adequate funding.
National policies also impacted governing bodies and these policies then led to
changes in curricula and accreditation requirements. These changes kept
Academics busy with teaching and administrative functions, curbed research time,
and thus research performance.
International research agendas influenced national research focus and
technology made contact with external researchers possible, and therefore allowed
increased opportunity for collaboration and partnerships. This impact on the
national agenda and closer connection to international research agendas led to the
category International Impact (C2). The international aspects that provided
international opportunities and influenced political thoughts on research direction
constituted the International Impact (C2) category.
The categories National Impact (C1) and International Impact (C2)
together shaped the external environment that affected the environment in which
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ANRU operated. In turn, this external environment influenced the work
environment in which Academics was expected to contribute to research
performance and thus described the External Context (C) theme.

4.6

-Experienced Emotions
Emotions derived from DOH transcribed texts contributed to ‘Academic

experience’ themes as listed in Table 4.1.
Table 4.1: DOH Shared Emotions

Open Codes: Emotions
Negative

Positive

agitated

feel isolated

calm

anger

grumpy

enjoy

annoys

mentally tired

enthusiastic/ passionate

anxious

negative

exciting

burnout

not interested

feel refreshed

desire (no)

happy

does not excite

paranoid
physically emotionally
sick
stuck

exhausted

told off

positive

frustrating

very tough

proud

frightening

worried

recognised

discouraged

honoured/privileged
love

From Table 4.1, it is evident that Academics presented far more negative
emotions than positive ones. The emotions were internalised and closely linked to
their roles. The compound feelings from the negative emotions could be described
as stress, burn out, frustrated, tired of being creative and or feeling compelled to
“toe the line’. On the other hand, positive emotions signified well-motivated
Academics. These emotions also led to specific actions, see the inserted figure
under each theme 4.7.1 to 4.7.3 for the related experiences, where applicable.

4.7

Summary of Findings
This section provides a synthesis and summary of findings from the first

cohort, that of the DOH. The Academics’ experiences of research within the DOH
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are summarised below in relation to the three themes of personal, work and
external contexts.

4.7.1

Personal Context (A) Theme
A description of the personal context factors has been provided in

subsection 4.4.2. Academics experienced this theme with some conflict towards
their role identity because of the competing work-life interface and were frustrated
or stressed. Furthermore, Academics were frustrated by the lack of understanding
from ANRU decision-makers about the value they place and effort in teaching
students and towards accreditation.
The profile of the individual is a crucial indicator of how the researcher
might behave towards research performance demands. The lack of opportunity to
interact through mentoring, socialising, and being in contact with internal and
external colleagues, to the institution, which has been viewed as opportunities to
learn and maximise research performance demoralised them.

4.7.1.1 Personal Profile (A1)
While various essential attributes were viewed as necessary for research
performance commitment to conduct research with autonomous intrinsic regulated
motivation, skill and a sound work-family interface (WFI) is needed.
The conflict with their role identification and negative impact of work on
family life further impacted motivation negatively and was exacerbated by the lack
of opportunity to build skills.

4.7.1.2 Academic Interaction (A2)
Academics saw collaboration and teamwork as a prerequisite for research
performance. These involvements also led to opportunities to interact and learn
from other academics.
Academics felt frustrated and isolated from further development that was
stifled by a perceived lack of time due to workload as well as the inability to attend
conferences. Conference attendance was worsened by a lack of funding, which in
turn was partially due to the geographical isolation of ANRU.
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4.7.2

Work Context (B) Theme
The Work Context (B) significantly impacted researcher performance in

that financial resources were lacking, high expectations and subsequent high
workload in student teaching for a profession exist. High workload could cause
WFI, as well as an insufficient internal capacity due to a lack of enough staff.
Furthermore, a lack of expertise that could impact ANRU’s reputation, an increased
expectation for research accountability, without the necessary support at the same
standard as other academic departments, was perceived as unfair. Besides,
leadership changes had an inconsistent focus on research and created more
bureaucracy and impacted the climate (morale) negatively. The DOH work culture
brought upon by changing leadership and practices also suffered from informal
discussions which could have led to collaborative research opportunities.

4.7.2.1 Financial Resources (B1)
Financial support, mainly as relief from the demand caused by duality and
high expectations of teaching and research, to facilitate research performance was
experienced as insufficient and frustrating Academics.

4.7.2.2 Work Content (B2)
Dissatisfaction, frustration, WFI, and stress were a result of dual
expectations as per the perceived psychological contract and subsequent workload
in student teaching for a profession together with a high demand for a higher
standard of research outputs.

4.7.2.3 Internal Capability (B3)
Academics were disillusioned and thought that without the improved
support capacity of the Institution, and academic and support staff, as well as nonprovisioning of support to improve staffs’ capacity and their experience of support
the expected research performance will probably not be achieved.
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4.7.2.4 Conducting Research (B4)
Perceived inequity in demands and expected outcomes impacted
negatively on research time. A lack of recognition and or reward had a further
negative impact on some Academics’ research performance motivation. When and
if the research was conducted Academics in most cases enjoyed the research
experience.

4.7.2.5 Institutional Leadership (B5)
Academics have also experienced frustration due to inconsistent
leadership focus and management practices. Inconsistency in practices was mainly
broad along by changes in the leadership of the DOH.

4.7.2.6 Research Climate and Culture (B6)
The DOH Climate was negative with high signs of stress and frustration
due to their and the environmental lack of capacity to support them in research
endeavours. In some cases, paranoia was evident in reactions during datagathering. From the reported lived experience data the research culture, in general,
did not show any signs of consistent practices leading to research.

4.7.3

External Context (C) Theme
Government and accreditation bodies were viewed as having a negative

national influence on workload whilst the international agenda influenced the
national agenda. On the other hand, the international agenda was viewed as
positive in that it evoked political thought on research directions.

4.7.3.1 National Impact (C1)
Unnecessary rework of curriculums for accreditation in answer to
Government and Accreditation bodies’ expectations, interpreted by leadership, was
experienced and contributed to a feeling of competing demands and overload that
left Academics exhausted, mentally tired and physically and emotionally sick.
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4.7.3.2 International Impact (C2)
Whilst not a significant influence on Academics in the DOH or their
research, a positive inclination of thought-provoking agendas and potential new
research directions opened to them from the international scene.

4.8

Chapter Summary
Three main themes emerged from the DOH Academics’ experiences of

the factors that impacted on research related to three domains, namely 1) personal
context, 2) work context and 3) external context. The context of the DOH was very
dynamic due to the impact of several internal and external environmental aspects.
For instance: the internal and external drive for improved research performance
within an extremely competitive environment for grant allocations, the nature of the
industry serviced, external policy settings and constant numerous course
accreditations were impacting directly on workloads. Reduced funding from
governments to industry partners consequently affected the funding made
available for DOH research, perhaps more than research in the DOS.
The findings of the DOH research were indicative that research
performance hinged very strongly on the contextual aspects from within and
surrounding the individual’s capacity, capability, agency or motivation towards
research and opportunities to interact which lead to learning and collaborative
research. The contextual support was experienced differently by individuals, that is
the different degrees to which the individuals experienced the internal institutional
perspective that contributed to the relative ease or difficulty for them in focusing on
research performance. External, to ANRU, aspects such a policy, process
changes, and research agendas further contributed to hampering research
performance.
While most Academics loved teaching and research and been motivated
by the enjoyment they received from this work, the ‘tough job’ also stressed them.
R8 explained this stress as “then I’ll get told off for not publishing, but you literally –
you can’t do the things – there’s only one of me”. The constant changes with a lack
of leadership focus and consistent practices contributed to overload. The stressors
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of the role impacted severely on the wellbeing of a large cohort within the DOH.
The next Chapter 5 presents the results for ANRU DOS.
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Chapter 5: Research Experience: ANRU Department
of Sciences

5.1

Introduction
Of the three cases presented this second Chapter, of the three cases,

describes the context of the Department of Sciences (DOS) and reports the lived
experience of Academics sampled from the DOS under the three broad themes
Personal Context (A), Work Context (B) and External Context (C). Care has been
taken to ensure and maintain focus on the participants’ first-person lived
experience by only paying attention to a description of these experiences in this
Chapter. Themes and categories/factors in text passages are discernible as italic
font. Meaning and significance of these lived experiences are described in Chapter
8.

5.2

Overview of DOS
As described in Chapter 4, ANRU is a multi-campus university offering

programs in and across many disciplines. The Department of Sciences (DOS) has
its roots in the natural sciences. Its teaching programs are complemented by
research, which is facilitated by research institutes, research centres, and various
research groups. The DOS offers an array of undergraduate, graduate certificate
and diploma and post-graduate courses with more than 250 academic staff
members. Approximately 200 of staff in DOS were PhD graduates of which on
average 60 were research-active. The DOS typically enrols on average 3000
students per year.
Several internal and external environmental factors influenced research in
the DOS, for instance: a drive for improved research performance; increased
competition for internal and external funding; several departments from different
disciplines and research background amalgamated into one department; and,
some sections of DOS already having an embedded and respected research
culture and performance. These factors created a dynamic within the DOS that
consequently influenced the context of Academics’ lived experience of research.
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A dataset was analysed from Level E, D, C, and B Academics
participants, inclusive of two post-doctoral fellows. Two Level Es, two Level Ds,
three Level Cs, and four Level Bs participated in the study. Of these participants,
11 were PhD qualified, and one had a Master degree, with an average of 14.91
year’s post PhD/M academic experience, four were females, and seven were
males, on average they had a workload loading of 35.4% research, 47.7%
teaching, and 16.8% service.
The analysis of the interview transcripts aligned with; and confirmed the
three themes that emerged from the DOH analysis namely, the Personal Context
(A), Work Context (B), and External Context (C) themes. The analysis commenced
from top-down (themes to “words in context”) and then to bottom-up (open coding
to categories) and iteratively between levels in the detailed analysis phase.
Academics’ experiences were coded and categorised under the three context
theme labels, and subsequent category and code labels that emerged from the
analysis of the first case as well as new labels. The analysis generated 87 open
codes that during an iterative process, led to 11 categories and 30 codes. The
themes, categories and codes represent a holistic picture of DOS Academics’
experience of research and provided insights into research questions one and two.
The data is first presented graphically, to provide the overall picture, and
are then reported from a theme to code level with underlying detail. These themes,
categories, codes, and open codes provide the complete taxonomy derived from
the analysis of DOS data (See Figure 5.1).
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Figure 5.1: Taxonomy: DOS Themes and Categories
Academics’ experiences of factors external to ANRU, such as National
impact (C1), International impact (C2), geographical isolation, and societal impact
or Community Impact (C3) led to the theme External Context (C). The Funding
(B1), Work Content (B2), immediate work Environment (B3), their Research
Conduct (B4), the Institutional Leadership (B5) or the way work is structured. The
Department’s Research Climate and Culture (B6) also influenced Academics’
experiences of research and formed the theme Work Context (B). The Individual
Profile (A1) of Academics, the way their way they Interacted (A2) with each other,
and personal circumstances were foundational factors that influenced Academics’
experiences of research. These categories comprised the Personal Context (A)
theme.

5.3

Personal Context (A) Theme
The Personal Context (A) theme was confirmed from the Academic’s DOS

data. This theme comprised aspects of Academics’ research experiences related
to the individual’s profile and how Academics interacted with each other.
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This theme was defined by two categories, namely Individual Profile (A1)
and Academics’ Interactions (A2) as depicted in Figure 5.2.

Figure 5.2: Taxonomy: DOS Personal Context (A) Theme
Whilst, the intrapersonal and individual circumstance aspects shaped the
Individual Profile (A1) category, the Academics’ Interactions (A2) category
described interpersonal aspects between or amongst individual academics and or
groups interacting with each other. The Individual Profile (A1) and Academics’
Interactions (A2) categories are described below in detail.

5.3.1

Individual Profile (A1) Category
Aspects such as Academics’ capabilities, unique intrapersonal

characteristics and personality traits, and personal circumstances contributed to
research performance and constituted the category Individual Profile (A1). Figure
5.3 depicts the taxonomy of the Individual Profile (A1) category.
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Figure 5.3: Taxonomy: DOS Individual Profile (A1) Category
Contributing to the Individual Profile (A1) category is the capability aspect
containing the intrapersonal aspects ability, skills, knowledge, and experience that
participants considered facilitators or the lack of these to be inhibitors of research
performance. Academics viewed the availability of, or accessibility to well-equipped
experienced colleagues, such as the professorial appointments, to potentially
compensate for inexperienced individuals’ capability deficits. The lack of
capabilities such as; a lack of domain knowledge and experience, the lack of a
record of accomplishment, or the unavailability or inaccessibility to well-equipped,
experienced colleagues, and resources were seen as barriers to research
performance. Academics made assertions regarding support for their capability
and skills such as:
“in DOS we …working on lots of multiple problems [skill to solve
complexity]” (R19, 25/10/16)
“how to write grant applications… how to identify those that are applicable
for a project and the different sources” (R25, 11/11/16)
“If you're going to be higher in research and have great research outputs,
that's where your skills lie, then here are the resources to go and really
improve your capabilities as a researcher” (R25, 11/11/16).
Claims in respect of knowledge and experience were:
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“domain knowledge which I lacked was a disadvantage” (R19, 25/10/16)
“Appointing people … with really good education, really good track
records … a research track record” (R11, 09/12/16)
“professorial appointments … they've got great expertise” (R11, 09/12/16).
The characteristics aspect was constructed from the five intrapersonal
aspects: attributes, emotions, motivation, values, and identity, which contributed to
the Individual Profile (A1) category. These intrapersonal characteristics of
individuals, were mostly, seen as containing specific qualities, for example, the
interest to relate to colleagues, essential for research performance. See the
descriptions and quotes below for examples of intrapersonal characteristics that
hamper or facilitate research performance at ANRU.
Attributes comprised aspects such as commitment, organisation,
creativity, curiosity, determination, and inquisitiveness. Amongst others, enjoyment,
fun, passion, and love relating to motivational aspects were mentioned. Other
emotions, on the contrary, were mainly experienced as negatively influencing their
research performance. For example, worrying, fear, feeling of inadequacy (stress),
or a black hole (depression). Statements from Academics were:
“commitment to seeking the knowledge and being able to do the research”
(R11, 09/12/16)
“attributes that I think are important … to ensure that I can, commit to
doing fieldwork, doing laboratory work, writing papers, writing reports to
funding agencies, writing proposal applications, that sort of thing” (R11,
09/12/16)
“research is fun, and it's nice … it's fairly indulgent” (R15, 17/10/16)
“fell into a black hole … because I just felt [depression] – no inclination to
do anything” (R13, 10/1016).
Value aspects expressed were care, trust, and training. Identity aspects
further showed Academics’ affiliation with specific research and their work in
general through the fit with their individuality or academic role, be it a teacher or
teaching research scholar. Their scholarly identity was experienced as ways they
could utilise their discipline research experience and expertise to create
innovations in their teaching, which could be published and improve the student
learning experience. The following quotes are examples of Academics’ experience
of aspects they valued, which contributed to their academic identity:
“if you want collaboration, … develop relationships first, a degree of trust”
(R17, 24/10/16)
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“I'm surrounded by real academics, people who understand research”
(R15, 17/10/16)
“if you're a teacher, research scholar, … where you do have a high
teaching load and a high expectation of teaching quality, it is difficult to
find that time (for research)” (R15, 17/10/16)
“you're taking [results] in research and applying it to teaching” (R14,
14/10/16).
Participants reported that if they lacked the right level and or type of these
five intrapersonal aspects or characteristics, namely attributes, emotions,
motivation, values, and identity, it hampered their research performance.
Conversely, having these characteristics, facilitated their research performance.
In addition, aspects relating to personal circumstances such as the
academic’s personal life, research expectations from the DOS and ANRU and,
work-life balance contributed to the Individual Profile (A1) category. These factors
were mostly viewed as harming research performance according to participants.
Most Academics: however, accepted that research performance was not possible
when working a regular five-day workweek. Despite the demand experienced for
longer work hours, some Academics managed to maintain a healthy work-life
balance. Academics thought that:
“I [would] have not achieved as much as I could have if I was the sort of
personality …, that essentially don’t have personal lives” (R11, 09/12/16)
“because of someone's personal predilections, not because it [expectation
of work-life integration] necessarily makes sense” (R15, 17/10/16)
“there's a different expectation at different levels in the Uni, depending on
what role [you’re appointed in]” (R16, 18/10/16)
“working overtime is the norm, and I like certainly not doing … 38 hours a
week … an unsaid expectation that we do work overtime” (R20, 16/11/16)
“either have a good life - you either have some kind of work-life balance,
in which case you suffer for it in your work [not having it], or you work
suffer” (R15, 17/10/16).
The capabilities, characteristics, and personal circumstance that
Academics experienced about themselves and research or doing research as well
as how it influenced their research performance described the Individual Profile
(A1) category.
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5.3.2

Academics’ Interactions (A2) Category
Contributing to this theme’s Academics’ Interactions (A2) category are

interpersonal relationships that impacted on Academics’ research performance.
Collaboration opportunities with colleagues within their Department, across
disciplines, and with researchers external to ANRU, were viewed as essential for
research performance. On the contrary, aspects such as discipline isolation and
small numbers of Academics were experienced as issues that hampered research
performance.
Aspects such as collaboration, developing affiliations, and learning from
others, that contributed to research performance, constituted the category
Academics’ Interactions (A2) depicted in Figure 5.4.

Figure 5.4: Taxonomy: DOS Academics’ Interactions (A2) Category
The following quotations from Academics illustrate how important they
view collaboration and isolation in research performance.
“collaboration has actually led to a lot more interaction for me …in order to
get any research done; you had to collaborate” (R13, 10/10/16)
“There is another [researcher in another state] … more in [international]…
and less in [State]” (R14, 14/10/16)
“there aren't that many people in my field here” (R20, 16/11/16)
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“I am the only one in the field I ultimately settled in, doesn’t have a lot of
academics in Australia certainly not in [State]” (R13, 10/10/16)
“makes us as a [discipline] group isolated” (R16, 18/10/16).
Developing affiliations with other academics through interaction was
another aspect that facilitated and/or hampered research performance, according
to Academics. They experienced developing affiliations with others as working with
supervisors, mentoring, opportunities to develop research relationships through
making connections, and interacting with colleagues. For example:
“the PhD supervisor relationship, … you’re working together” (R16,
18/10/16)
“they can spin-off … younger researchers that have aligned themselves
with, a mentor” (R11, 09/12/16)
“a mentor that is less available means … where ideas are generated
[means] the fizz is lost” (R20, 16/11/16)
“ties back into research. So, if I don’t maintain relationships and
connections with all the various people” (R17, 24/10/16)
“actually, getting research grants and making connections and working
with industry” (R11, 09/12/16)
“colleagues can help you… the supervisor will tell you and give you the
guidance” (R32, 27/10/16).
Academics reported learning from and through interaction with others
when they attended conferences and seminars, networked, communicated, or had
conversations, and worked in projects or teams. They viewed these aspects as
either facilitating or hampering research performance as evidenced by assertions
such as:
“conferences … whereas academics, you should be going listen, ask
questions and meet people. primarily an academic conference, but again
it's what got me the connections with [Industry]” (R17, 24/10/16)
“people … I knew from conferences, helps you build an international
network” (R13, 10/10/16)
“if there were more internal forums or internal seminars that have more
cross-discipline things … there might be some networking opportunities”
(R19, 25/10/16)
“broader benefit about networking, about building those partnerships that
wouldn’t pay off five years’ time” (R16, 18/10/16)
“During dinner … we got talking; we started networking” (R19, 25/10/16)
“You've got to form a team … whether I'm working on a paper, teamwork
is vital” (R16, 18/10/16)
“in academia, there is a lack of recognition of the benefit of coffee and
conversation” (R17, 24/10/16).
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Academics’ experiences of collaborations, developing affiliations with, and
learning from others doing research, and how it impacted research performance
formed the Interaction (A2) category.
In summary, the theme Personal Context (A) was formed through the
categories Individual Profile (A1) and Interactions (A2).
Those inherent capabilities, characteristics, and personal circumstances
Academics and research or doing research they experienced and how it influenced
research performance described the category Individual Profile (A1).
Academics’ experience of collaborations, developing affiliations with, and
learning from others in doing research, and how it affected research performance
described the category Academics’ Interaction (A2).
The categories Individual Profile (A1) and Academics’ Interactions (A2)
together described those personal traits that influenced their research performance
and their capacity for and opportunities to work with others to enhance their
research performance and formed the Personal Context (A) theme.

5.4

Work Context (B) Theme
Work Context (B) described those factors that had a direct impact on

Academics’ work and that either directly or indirectly affected their capacity to
contribute to research performance.
The Work Context (B) theme emerged from the data in the form of six
categories namely: Financial Resources (B1), Work Content (B2), Environmental
Capability (B3), Conducting Research (B4), Institutional Leadership (B5), and
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Research Climate and Culture (B6) as depicted in Figure 5.5.

Figure 5.5: Taxonomy: DOS Work Context (B) Theme
An overview of the Work Context (B) theme showed that the category
Work Content (B2) was primarily influenced by the category Research Climate and
Culture (B6) supported by Institutional Leadership (B5) and Environmental
Capability (B3). The main topic that emerged from the data was the experience of
high demand for research performance without the necessary workload and
financial support. Whilst their Conducting Research (B4) ensured funds that
supported their further research endeavours, Financial Resources (B1) had a
significant impact on their perception of their ability to perform at the level required.
These categories are described below in detail.

5.4.1

Financial Resources (B1) Category
The first category Financial Resources (B1) was described by how the

income and spending of money, within a context of intense internal and external
competition for funding and a high discipline related cost of research affected the
research performance of DOS Academics.
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Most Academics described their experience of Financial Resources (B1)
as insufficient or incorrectly allocated to support their research endeavours. In their
experience, this coupled with high operational costs were hampering research
performance in the DOS. Figure 5.6 depicts the taxonomy for the Financial
Resources (B1) category.

Figure 5.6: Taxonomy: DOS Financial Resources (B1) Category
Contributing to the Financial Resources (B1) category was research
income in the form of funding through ANRU support, generated funding, grants,
and other funding opportunities that supported research endeavours. Academics,
however, experienced funding allocated as research income from ANRU as
inadequate to ensure the level of expected research performance.
Whereas they were content with ANRU’s support of researchers,
Academics were disappointed by the change in a strategic fund initiative. The latter
was an ANRU funded initiative to provide departments with researchers, who have
a record of accomplishment, which would support grant applications. From being a
research incentive for high research performance, it changed to operational
support for departments with high costs. Academics also doubt if the strategic
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funds would be long-lasting and if there would be sufficient funds left to support the
professorial fellows recently appointed. The DOS acclaimed research income was
not equitably distributed, according to some Academics, as the ANRU funding
model affecting them negatively as it allowed this income to be allocated for
teaching rather than research. Positive and negative assertions made by
Academics were:
“The University is very supportive [with funding] of researchers” (R18,
21/10/16)
“the strategic funding that we had now has been changed because certain
[academic departments] need it for operational rather than strategic
(purposes)” (R25, 11/11/16)
“an additional allocation of a budget that's recognising research
performance. And if we're a [academic department] that's doing a lot of
research; then we should get more” (R11, 09/12/16).
According to Academics, self-generated funding also supported their
research. This funding came from innovations for industry partners, consultancy
and research performance. Academics claimed:
“you need funding … generate your own … from those industry partners
actually branch those projects out to others, [if not] I cannot expand” (R32,
27/10/16)
“can use consultancy or something to generate funding that can then go
into an account to do that (research)” (R17, 24/10/16)
“that consistent stream of funding coming … over and above what we
generate in terms of teaching, that is allocated on the basis of research
performance” (R11, 09/12/16).
The competitive external environment, with less money available from
government, and the perception that ANRU has very few people who have been
successful to date of obtaining national competitive grants, also increased the
internal competition for grants. These aspects had a significant influence on their
own research capability and reported by Academics as:
“it's [acquiring funding] hard, and if you're competing …, the more
competitive research funding gets, the harder it is … all aspiring to
category one grants, but in reality, they are incredibly difficult to get” (R15,
17/10/16)
“we're not one of the sandstone universities … less and less funds
available for research … makes grants more competitive and everything's
a lot more, … we're up against a lot more competition as well” (R20,
16/11/16)
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“if our professors … can't get the bigger dollars in, … they're chasing
[internal] dollars that some of us … might normally be after” (R25,
11/11/16).
Academics reported that internal and external opportunities for funding
have declined, being less frequent and lower amounts. The limited availability of
funds impacted on their work, in particular, their ability to perform at the expected
research level. A general lack of funding for research necessitated searching for
other opportunities. Academics claims that:
“it [research] is a difficult thing to fit in …, because we don’t get enough
money to do our jobs … getting funding for research is the hardest bit,
really … it can be difficult and you've got to find other ways …” (R15,
17/10/16)
“So, the opportunities for funding have declined. It's widely spread. … less
frequent and for lower amounts of money” (R11, 09/12/16)
“there are different aspects of the research, but funding is one of them”
(R25, 11/11/16)
“it has been difficult, but I've been - I haven't really noticed that in terms of
not being able to get grants” (R11, 09/12/16)
“The Government says, ‘Okay, I invest in the project, top-quality projects’,
and then limited funding to each one” (R32, 27/10/16).
The Academics’ experience of ANRU’s support, generated funds, grants
and other funding opportunities in the research domain and how it impacted on
research performance created Income in the category Financial Resources (B1).
A second contributing aspect to the Financial Resources (B1) category
was spending that was experienced as budgets, expenses towards staff, buy-in
and/or buy-out of human resources, conferences, consumables, equipment, and
students.
Academics acknowledged that ANRU is a new university with limited
research funding, but it is prepared to invest in research capital projects more than
in people. In the case of people, it was perceived that less upfront investment for
research was available than at other universities and Academics felt they were
required to perform on a low budget. The research funding in departments was
expected to be mainly from generated funds. Academics, however, were of the
opinion that an additional allocation for research performance recognition should
be available in their budget. Despite the experience of heavy teaching loads
impacting on research and the need for more staff, they also acknowledged that
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money spent on staff was costly and not all resources were utilised optimally. The
following assertions were made by Academics:
“…. a young university with a minimum budget for research” (R32,
27/10/16)
“the University is really - has been, over that period of time, very willing to
invest in capital intensive projects, less willing to invest - invest in the
people side of it” (R17, 24/10/16)
“And certainly, when I've spoken to people in other universities where
there is much more of an invest upfront approach” (R17, 24/10/16)
“[if] you've just got to go in by the by [low budget], ... that's a waste of
potential as well. ... sometimes you can sustain things on a very low
budget” (R15, 17/10/16)
“Give me money to pay someone. [service centre] staff are not allowed to
do research and I think that's the biggest waste of a resource” (R15,
17/10/16)
“we haven't been heavily staffed in relation to what we do, and our
teaching load has increased dramatically over the years” (R17, 24/10/16).
Academics claimed high teaching loads impacted on their research
performance. They argued that relief, for example, through relief marking, was not
provided. Even if the workload model accounted for the marking relief, it was not
honoured. If they then bought-out time or bought-in assistance, the cost of the
action eroded their research budget. They further asserted that conference funding
was not seen as an investment and research money could not be used for
conferences. Furthermore, conference-related costs were not supported sufficiently
by the money they received as recognition for research performance.
“we have this complex workload modelling system that allows us … 50
hours [marking] per semester, and that's built into the workload, and then
… when it comes to getting marking relief, ‘oh we can't afford to pay for
the marking relief’” (R17, 24/10/16)
“need to get somebody else in to pay for your teaching … that means you
have to spend money on that … that money erodes whatever small
amounts of money you do have” (R13, 10/10/16)
“…funds are available for research - you can't actually use that for
conferences” (R20, 16/11/16)
“that's [conference attendance] a simple investment, easy investment, but
we - we don’t do it, …” (R17, 24/10/16)
“… being able to talk to people at things like conferences and all that is
ideal, but it's really hard to get money for - funds for conferences” (R20,
16/11/16)
“… funding to go to conferences diminished, which meant that unless you
had sufficient … [research credit] points …” (R13, 10/10/16).
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Operational costs like consumables and equipment were expensive in the
DOS according to Academics. However, money to acquire equipment was made
available liberally, which was available as it should be to facilitate research
performance, but not that willingly to appoint sufficient numbers of staff.
“… a bit more for me in science, because you need consumables and
equipment, and you know, there are - there are things that cost” (R15,
17/10/16)
“… this $500,000 piece of equipment …. We have the equipment, …”
(R14, 14/10/16)
“It's not actually a small [amount] … you can pay like $10,000 for
[maintenance]” (R32, 27/10/16)
“Very often, you get money for equipment, but you don’t get money for
people” (R15, 17/10/16).
Students’ impact on spending were experienced as unfavourable when
they consumed valuable time and positive where they generated or provided
support to research outputs. Units delivered by the DOS to undergraduate students
in humanities were more time consuming than for those students in sciences,
whilst research students who struggled required a considerable investment in time.
Research students aided with data collection and co-publishing opportunities.
However, grants they received from ANRU were minimised by time wasted through
a lack of service centre support, e.g. the Finance Department. Academics claims
were:
“... the students are quite different [from one academic department to
another]. Much more demanding, much more needy, ... the science
students ... a bit too laid back. ... we have research students as well and
they can take up a lot of your time also. ... sometimes ..., when a student
starts to struggle emotionally or with the work, that requires an enormous
investment of time …” (R15, 17/10/16)
“… students who are assisting with collecting the data - that's already
generated a conference paper and that'll generate at least one if not more
journal articles - while produce outputs” (R17, 24/10/16)
“they spent ages trying to deal with [the] Finance [department]… research
students who get grants or who get money from the University ... ought to
be off and doing their work, spending the money on their research” (R15,
17/10/16)
“… a scholarship, we give you access to lab. Spent hundreds of
thousands of dollars” (R32, 27/10/16).
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How ANRU spent money from low budgets on expensive consumables,
equipment, staff, and students, described spending in the category Financial
Resources (B1)
Together income and spending of money, within a context of stiff internal
and external competition for funding and higher discipline related cost for research,
affected research performance for ANRU Academics in DOS and comprised the
Financial Resources (B1) category.

5.4.2

Work Content (B2) Category
Work Content (B2) was the second category in the theme Work Context

(B) that emerged from the data. Work Content (B2) described how aspects such as
perceived psychological employment contracts, role-specific aspects and non-role
specific aspects influenced Academics’ experience about research at ANRU.
A strong theme within this category was that most Academics asserted
that the psychological contract an academic entered included a research
responsibility. There were, however, reliable indicators that workload and the
workload allocation expectations did not meet the effort that the role-specific
aspects, such as teaching, took. Besides, non-role specific tasks and a lack of time
resulted in demands being viewed in competition with each other. Figure 5.7
depicts the taxonomy for the Work Content (B2) category.

Figure 5.7: Taxonomy: DOS Work Content (B2) Category
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Most Academics in the DOS stated that their contract was to do teaching,
research and render a service. An early career researcher, however, was
concerned about employment security and contracts not being ongoing. The
difficulty of securing an ongoing position was seen as not getting their manager or
supervisor’s support to obtain research projects. Academics provided the following
examples of how they experienced being employed:
“Every academic is employed by the [academic department] to do
research” (R18, 21/10/16)
“Being an academic is a full-time job if you're lucky enough to have an
ongoing position. … I've never considered not doing teaching to allow me
to do more research. … it would be like something's missing in an
academic career. … and that's [duality in the role] impacted my research
performance” (R11, 09/12/16)
“job security, you sort of need to have projects to remain employed. … it's
hard to see a long-term future in research for myself, because of that”
(R20, 16/11/16).
Academics claimed that the work they were allotted did not correspond
with the workload model or the corresponding percentages. According to them, the
workload did not take into consideration the effort taken to fulfil the required
expectations. Those in leadership positions; however, believed the workload
percentages and how they were allocated should only be seen as a metric to show
what the expectations were. The DOS expected improved research performance
from research-active Academics through a workload model of 40% teaching, 40%
research, and 20% service. Workload allocation examples such as the following
were provided.
“the workload is there as a metric and a management tool to try - to give
employees an understanding of … what the university's expectation is.
But our workload models really don’t integrate that well and come up with
a realistic representation of the time that [the work takes] takes” (R11,
09/12/16)
“We're student-focused, we need to devote a lot of energy to teaching,
and then when you have your service … the things that are sort of left is
your research” (R15, 17/10/16)
“Research is everything else. … any other time that you have, and you're
prepared to commit” (R11, 09/12/16)
“as an academic, you will never do your job in 40 hours” (R14, 14/10/16)
“I always felt that when we talked about workloads … the research was
the elephant in the room because you know, 50% of teaching is not 50%

Page 132 of 355

teaching, not in a 38 hrs workweek. So, if you want to do research, you
have to do it on top [of that teaching workload allocation]” (R15, 17/10/16)
“Our [academic department], however, … allows a minimum of 40%
[research] allocation to anyone that has shown that they are researchactive and … not just say they are” (R11, 09/12/16)
“from the point of view of getting research done, the main obstacles are
really working and administrative load” (R13, 10/10/16).
Aspects of their role, other than research, were generating a high demand
on their time. These were aspects such as teaching, staff and student service,
assessments, and administration. Some Academics indicated that, given a fair
teaching allocation, the demand experienced from teaching was their own choice.
Academics assertions about their inherent job content impact included:
“by the time you've done your teaching and your service, if you want to do
it properly, you have a full-time load. I think the demands of teaching are
too high on us” (R15, 17/10/16)
“I'm involved in teaching, developing classes, the lessons, the tutorials,
delivering, marking, working with students” (R25, 11/11/16)
“we make our own choices in that to a degree, … if you're teaching two
units, teaching shouldn't be too much of an issue” (R17, 24/10/16)
“You're dealing with managing your staff that are teaching with you; you've
got to moderate your assessments, you've got to make sure everything is
up to date, you're dealing with student issues, you try to make sure
everything is running. …, we need to devote a lot of energy to teaching”
(R15, 17/10/16)
“[The subject] it's really, really abstract, which means every piece of
assessment you do is unique in its own right, and every student's
response to that assessment is unique in its own right” (R17, 24/10/16)
“from the point of view of getting research done, the main obstacles are
really working and administrative load” (R13, 10/10/16)
“So predominantly, I've been teaching, and service and my research have
taken a backseat to those” (R25, 11/11/16).
Non-role specific aspects such as additional roles, time invested in those
non-role specific aspects, and competing demands created more pressure.
Academics provided the following examples of peripheral job content impacts on
their research performance:
“asked to become an undergraduate coordinator, so you've got all of
those kinds of deadlines…” (R15, 17/10/16)
“So, between that sort of leadership roles and the teaching was research.
So, in some periods of time, I [did] not do any research for weeks at a
time” (R11, 09/12/16)
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“when we've got so many competing demands, … my role in developing
… programs and partnerships … have taken a huge amount of my time
and prevented me from developing my research profile” (R25, 11/11/16)
“I’m also on [a decision-making body] l, and I’m also on [another decisionmaking body], and I do things like [and another decision-making body]”
(R13, 10/10/16)
“you've got to put time and effort in [non-specific role aspects] because
you're informing [state legislature]” (R16, 18/10/16).
In summary, Academics experienced the psychological contract as a
combination of research, teaching, and other service roles. However, the teaching
and service roles making it a full-time occupation, which means research usually
gets pushed back to be the third priority and done on top of those expectations.
The full content of the experienced psychological contract, which included
role specific as well as the non-role specific aspects which impact on research
performance, described the Work Content (B2) category.

5.4.3

Environmental Capability (B3) Category
The third category underpinning the theme Work Context (B) is the

Environmental Capability (B3) category.
As an overview for this category, some Academics reported that support
from within the DOS varied based on support staff allocation from centralised
service centres. Whilst physical support such as infrastructure and equipment are
supporting research performance; Academics claimed that not all systems
supported their research. As a result, they did not always experience the research
performance capacity they needed. The vast majority identified that ANRU did not
have the critical mass to be competitive in their research performance. Also, did
the University not promoted itself and or built a reputation that attracted students
and or collaborators. Figure 5.8 depicts the taxonomy of the Environmental
Capability (B3) category.
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Figure 5.8: Taxonomy: DOS Environmental Capability (B3) Category
Academics reported varied experiences in respect of support services
from within the DOS or from ANRU. These people support services were provided
from centralised service centres or as decentralised services. Academics who
proved they used the opportunities for increased research performance were
provided with more opportunities. They reported on the following experiences of
service:
“I've always had a number of research assistants and post-doctoral
fellows that have worked with me on my research” (R11, 09/12/16)
“the individual requires the commitment to prove that they can make the
most of the opportunity. If they don’t, then we may not provide that
opportunity again” (R11, 09/12/16)
“I have a lot of support for teaching that unit, and things are starting to
look up with regards to research” (R15, 17/10/16)
“I find that they are very well served by the way in which we have set
ourselves up here in the [DOS]” (R11, 09/12/16)
“extra bureaucracy and administration that surrounds that [Centres]- and
at the moment, I think we have less administrative support than what we
had previously” (R25, 11/11/16).
The environmental capability was described by Academics in the form of
the available infrastructure, the capacity it provided, available equipment, and
systems that supported their work. Whereas some departments within DOS had
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ample space, others did not. These aspects were viewed as physical support, as
evidenced by the following:
“I would say that their facilities in the University are very, very good. …
they're great. IT infrastructure has been improved. It still needs a lot of
improvement” (R11, 09/12/16)
“So, we've got the facilities - this is a research lab, and it's empty” (R18,
21/10/16)
“Didn't have space [capacity] in the lab” (R15, 17/10/16)
“An area [is required] where you can throw around the speculative ideas
and accidentally discover” (R17, 24/10/16)
“And then once we moved here, he [the VC] said, ‘Ask … [what] he [the
Department Head] needs for the building’” (R32, 27/10/16)
“So, it got to a stage … our resources were all quite old. [Now] we have
the equipment” (R14, 14/10/16)
“We need a system that [is] all electronic and not paper-based. … it needs
to be integrated with not only staff travel, but also postgraduate student
travel” (R11, 09/12/16).
Academics at ANRU thought the reputation that staff had as well as the
views students and partners hold of ANRU hampered their research performance.
Conversely, some staff members hold the research and environment they worked
in, in high regard. They supported these claims with statements about the quality of
research and how the non-critical mass, exacerbated by the insufficient promotion
of ANRU, affected its reputation. They asserted:
“[ANRU’] is a young institution; it doesn't have a very significant research
track record [reputation] as an institution. It has a long [evidence] trail of
staff which could be considered [at a level of] not research-active” (R11,
09/12/16)
“You need the facility to be able to do cutting edge [research], and also to
attract [reputation] industry partners” (R32, 27/10/16)
“there is no question that we have quality research. … a number of my
colleagues would think the same, they haven't moved on either, and I
think there's very good reasons for that, …it's very clear that we know that
good quality research is conducted here” (R11, 09/12/16)
“it's a critical mass, to me, it's having a large group of people to work with”
(R14, 14/10/16)
“there aren’t many [critical mass of researchers in my discipline] around”
(R13, 10/10/16)
“[ANRU] is going to promote itself through us, so we need to actually do
this for [ANRU] because this is part of the performance of [ANRU]" (R32,
27/10/16)
“We're not tied into a couple of big projects that would lend themselves to
advertising [promoting] Australia wide for students” (R17, 24/10/16).
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In summary, the environmental capability for increased research
performance was described by Academics in the form of the available
infrastructure, the capacity it provided, available equipment, and systems that
supported their work. Academics’ experience of support service from service
centres varied. The DOS; however, provided them with more opportunities for
improved research performance. The availability of space to support their research
outputs varied from discipline to discipline within DOS. Although incentives for
research performance were provided more financial support, in the form of “frontloading” research was needed. Academics perceived the research reputation hold
by ANRU hampered their research performance and consequently, the views of
students and partners. These views of research reputation were held
notwithstanding the fact that some Academics claimed DOS research was of good
quality and held the research and work environment in high regard.
Those aspects that pointed to service centres, physical support and an
experienced internal reputation that supported or hampered research performance
described the Environmental Capability (B3) category.

5.4.4

Conducting Research (B4) Category
Conducting Research (B4) category was the fourth category in the theme

Work Context (B) and described experiences of research and how Academics
conducted, presented and published their research.
As an overview of this category, Academics asserted that research output
was measured as conference papers, journal articles and chapters in books. They
stressed the fact that time was needed for quality publications with a high impact.
Academics also highlighted the importance of, and contribution of PhD students to
a university’s research performance, whilst they justified lower levels of output
based on the lack of attraction and/or acceptance of lower-level quality PhD
students. Academics’ experiences highlighted the facts that ANRU and the leaders
at DOS were supportive of research, but that being a true scholar required a
delicate balancing act in achieving expectations. Impact of research was viewed as
the impacts exerted and realised through achieving improved rankings and
providing immediate benefit to the industry. PhD completions generated research
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but acquiring publications from students were a challenge. Opportunities to
conduct research during regular hours were minimised by teaching demands and a
lack of collaboration, expertise, and funds. Figure 5.9 depicts the taxonomy of the
Conducting Research (B4) category.

Figure 5.9: Taxonomy: DOS Conducting Research (B4) Category
A contributing aspect to Conducting Research (B4) was the expectation
towards (expected research) doing research in the DOS at ANRU. The following
quotations illustrate Academics’ experiences of the aspects of the expected
research, doing research and completing research at ANRU:
“[ANRU] shown itself as - as a pretty good place to do research” (R18,
21/10/16)
“because you are doing good research, you can … engage … make
friendships; you can become happy so you can innovate better” (R32,
27/10/16)
“Research, like anything else, demands regular attention and time and
energy. And if you're a teacher, research scholar, … where you do have a
high teaching load and a high expectation of teaching quality, it is difficult
to find that time” (R15, 17/10/16)
“that [accountability control] can sometimes impact on your ability to
actually perform” (R15, 17/10/16)
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“the focus was pretty much on getting, you know, papers done” (R13,
10/10/16)
“Like it's hard to pinpoint one particular reason or another … it's a lot of
tasks building up and everything [research related] sort of gets put on the
backburner” (R20, 16/11/16).
Academics further asserted that research performance standards and
opportunities seemingly support research endeavours. On the other hand, they
claimed that the allocated teaching load expectation outweighs the available time,
which impacted on their capacity to generate research outputs for performance.
The following quotations outline their experience:
“Admittedly at [ANRU], they’re [research performance standards] relatively
low” (R13, 10/10/16)
“It [workload formula] is not a very good tool when it comes to identifying
the amount of research people do” (R11, 09/12/16)
“we've got huge expansions, huge opportunities, but also huge
opportunities to work way more than I want to work” (R14, 14/10/16)
“the opportunity … it probably was an opportunity, because I'm [the only
one]” (R14, 14/10/16).
A second contributing aspect to Conducting Research (B4) was published
research such as books, articles, and papers they produced, regarded as
publications, and how these related aspects impacted on research.
Some Academics stated that in their opinion, they were research
productive in that their research publications were produced in the form of
published books, book chapters, and articles. Academics reported their research
experience about published research as follows:
“[as] long as they are productive” (R11, 09/12/16)
“measurable outputs like products, like chapters or I mean journal articles
or conference papers” (R17, 24/10/16)
“the focus really has been in journals and books and book chapters” (R16,
18/10/16)
“most universities get the bulk of their research done is by getting
students, so getting Master by Research and - and PhD students in, …
you can get a lot more outputs, a lot more publications, a lot more track
record” (R18, 21/10/16)
“research students also, I get them to do three high impact journal articles
for their PhD degree” (R32, 27/10/16)
“at least with the research students in science, you get something back;
you publish together” (R15, 17/10/16).
Research presentations at conferences were revealed as an aspect that
hindered some Academics’ measurable output as it was not a valued contribution
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according to ANRU’s and national definitions of research performance. Other
Academics: however, viewed conference papers as predecessors of journal
articles that would meet impact criteria. The DOS varied disciplines do research of
quantitative and qualitative nature. Academics from some disciplines reported
dissatisfaction with the fact that community impact was not accommodated in
internal and external definitions and metrics for research performance. Hence,
according to them, they did not obtain research performance recognition whilst
they made an impact on the community. They stressed that quality research output
needed sufficient and long enough periods to be immersed in the topic. These
Academics asserted:
“the focus … wasn’t necessarily papers in journals, it was often papers in
conferences” (R13, 10/10/16)
“That's their impact area, conferences” (R16, 18/10/16)
“I got grants, to get people to come and visit, and these collaborations
[fostered at conferences] have proved to be quite fruitful and have actually
also helped boost my output” (R13, 10/10/16)
“I’ve re-focused obviously, apart from the conferences you have to be in,
to getting the stuff out and – in journals” (R13, 10/10/16)
“That's their impact area, conferences” (R16, 18/10/16)
“So we're - we're getting some real impact, but it's not necessarily that
visible, because it [conference papers] doesn't fit the RAI type - you know,
so it's not a dollar coming in from the federal government, it's not a peerreviewed article” (R16, 18/10/16)
“they've [international professional body] taken our research … and
embedded it into their skills and knowledge map. So, we're - we're getting
some real [community] impact, but it's not necessarily that visible,
because it doesn't fit the RAI type” (R16, 18/10/16)
“It [qualitative research] requires very deep, intense thinking that takes
time and it has to be done in big blocks” (R15, 17/10/16)
Academics had different experiences with the balancing act of service,
teaching, and research. Some Academics viewed the balancing act as challenging
in reaching their output at the required quantity and others were frustrated by the
fact that their contribution to the community was not regarded as contributing to the
standard measure of impact.
Conducting Research (B4) was described in relation to expected research
and published research rewards for publications and the circumstances under
which those publications were produced comprised the Conducting Research (B4)
category.
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5.4.5

Institutional Leadership (B5) Category
Institutional Leadership (B5) was the fifth category in the theme Work

Context (B). Institutional Leadership (B5) described how Academics experienced
leadership that shaped research and provided the institutional work structure to
facilitate research performance. Figure 5.10 depicts the taxonomy of the
Institutional Leadership (B5) category.

Figure 5.10: Taxonomy: DOS Institutional Leadership (B5) Category
For Academics, research leadership might have been provided in policies
but was less evident in practice.
The vision was not always clear, and accompanying strategies were not
developed in consultation or left to individuals to formulate. Furthermore, constant
change, including leadership appointments, exacerbates the lack of a research
focus and resources. Duplication made work structures more complicated.
Leadership in the research domain was explained through aspects such as vision,
strategy, change, and resources.
Academics reported their experiences of the research leadership aspect
augmented with aspects such as vision and strategy, as follows:
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“[ANRU] at the executive level needs to push [to] get that leadership
going. … there's certainly no leadership, and there hasn't been in the
[academic department] It's not even management” (R16, 18/10/16)
“this [research] is a policy, but it's still through leadership [you are] getting
the people to do it [research]” (R32, 27/10/16)
“researchers, they have to have the vision, they have to believe in the
vision, and I have to make them believe in that one, and then convince
them that what they are doing is important” (R32, 27/10/16)
“We're not been involved in strategic planning, for example, because this
University doesn't consider that we need to be involved in it” (R15,
17/10/16)
“we’re not going to support that domain of interest. So, you’ve got to find
yourself a strategy to work around that, that is a strategy very much at the
discipline level” (R13, 10/10/16).
Changes in leadership, management, and goalposts that shifted or not
been supported by the necessary resources hindered research performance.
Academics claimed that:
“The Institution ought to be set up in such a way that it makes sense in its
context, and that when you get a new vice-chancellor, … who's going to
maybe change a few things, as required, but not change the whole thing
upside down…. So, when a vice-chancellor changes, the whole University
changes because that vice-chancellor is a different person” (R15,
17/10/16)
“with the old VC, we had a change in [the old dispensation DOS]” (R25,
11/11/16)
“a real problem for us when we had a change in management, that whole
time period wasn't particularly nice, because there was no money for
anything” (R14, 14/10/16)
“we're very fragmented, and we duplicate, and I would think spend an
enormous amount of resources on duplication” (R25, 11/11/16)
“victims in the sense that it sorts of happens that they say, no that’s not a
priority at all, we’re not going to put any money there, we’re not going to
support [resource] that domain of interest” (R13, 10/10/16)
“strategic initiative funds based on research performance, which we were
very encouraged to hear at the beginning of this year that there was such
a fund [resource]” (R11, 09/12/16).
Academics claimed that several aspects convoluted the institutionalised
work structure aspect that institutionalised their work. Aspects such as decisions
about structures were taken without due consideration for the context. Academics
provided comments such as:
“The Institution ought to be set up in such a way that it makes sense in its
context” (R15, 17/10/16)
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“the diversity of these separate disciplines within the [academic
department], it makes it difficult. So, we're quite disjointed” (R16,
18/10/16)
“Things [decisions] come down all the time …, they really ought to be
asking people, ‘What is it that you think you need?’” (R15, 17/10/16)
“there's a real mismatch between what the VC's saying and what is
actually done at the [academic department] level, at the sort of coalface
here” (R16, 18/10/16)
“They're still really medieval in their structure, but they're completely
almost top-down” (R15, 17/10/16).
In addition, aspects such as processes, systems, and practices further
contributed to creating the institutional work structures within which research
performance was expected to be done. Academics claimed that the structure
created and contributed to an experience of bureaucratic systems, processes, and
practices. According to them, the designed work structure consumed resources
that could be utilised for research rather than hampering their performance. They
commented as follows:
“each different department will have its processes, and I have got to meet
all those, rather than have a centralised system” (R25, 11/11/16)
“right now, there is this ridiculous, completely bureaucratic process” (R18,
21/10/16)
“Also, with the whole process of applying for grants…, like the ethics
approval, that takes time” (R20, 16/11/16)
“spend an enormous amount of resources on duplication in here, rather
than having - being able to share our information and streamlining
processes” (R25, 11/11/16)
“Piggybacked [practice and personal research leadership] onto both
people internally or externally that are going in particular [research]
directions…we've been very strict in terms of the allocation [practice] of
resources to areas” (R11, 09/12/16).
Two distinct aspects emerged from the analysis, namely, leadership and
institutionalised work practices. Academics reported that there is espoused
research support, but a lack of strategic direction and active support.
The vision, strategy, and decisions appointed leaders made within a
specific context that institutionalised structures, systems, and practices affected
Academics’ research leadership as well as their research activity and comprised
the Institutional Leadership (B5) category.
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5.4.6

Research Climate and Culture (B6) Category
The last category in the Work Context (B) theme was Research Climate

and Culture (B6), which describes the way research was conducted, supported,
and experienced by Academics as the research climate and culture of DOS and
ANRU.
An overview of this category revealed what Academics reported as an
overall conducive culture and to a lesser extent, climate for research. The
researcher doubts if all participants made an informed theoretical distinction
between culture and climate, hence these two constructs were combined. Most
Academics viewed research climate as a visible research activity, collegial
communication in ordinary places and public recognition of research effort. While
bureaucratic processes, diverse perspectives from different backgrounds, and the
demands of teaching and service stifled a research culture; flexibility in the way
Academics use their time supported a culture conducive to research performance.
These aspects set the experience of a research climate and culture at ANRU.
Figure 5.11 depicts the taxonomy of the Research Climate and Culture (B6)
category.

Figure 5.11: Taxonomy: DOS Research Climate and Culture (B6) Category
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Some Academics believed that the research climate had improved and
was supportive but was still not right. Communication was one-directional, and the
lack of a joint staff room did not support an enhanced collaborative climate.
Recognition of the effort into research was not enough to create a research
climate, whilst there was doubt in respect of the set standard for research activity
points. Apart from reporting a friendly collegial environment and a DOS supportive
research climate, Academics claimed the ANRU research climate to be mostly
hampering research performance as illustrated by the following quotes:
“[student] increase of about 12.5%. ... don’t necessarily get – get a lower
teaching load as a consequence, when the staff numbers are not
necessarily going up. But that – climate and culture [does not change]”
(R13, 10/10/16)
“there has been a shift at [ANRU], but it still hasn’t got that much of a good
research climate … DOS, it’s a different climate, it’s a much more
supportive climate from the point of view of research” (R13, 10/10/16)
“the colleagues that I work with are quite friendly, and I really enjoy the
environment” (R19, 25/10/16)
“having worked in other places … recently done collaborations with other
universities, a lot of them have more … places - a shared lunch place
where everyone goes for lunch, and you have this opportunity to meet
people and discuss your projects, discuss their project and you know,
identify possible collaborations” (R20, 16/11/16)
“that collaboration and that talking. I saw it a bit when we used to have a
staff room … because people used to come … into that building, and we'd
always go over there” (R17, 24/10/16).
Researchers suggested that support for research, respected research
culture in the DOS and flexibility in how they spent their time as aspects that
impacted positively on the research culture and thus research performance.
In contrast, aspects that hampered their research were: the bureaucratic
processes and practice of putting teaching and service responsibilities first,
insufficient joint places to collaborate like a communal staff room, and the diverse
disciplinary background of researchers in the DOS. The following quotations
provide further illustrations of Academics’ experience of a research culture:
“in general, the [academic department] has a really good culture of
research” (R14, 14/10/16)
“I've seen how the work culture within …, you are given the independence
[flexibility] to do as an academic, as a researcher, to explore things you
want and also to create the outcome” (R19, 25/10/16)
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“You know, right - right now there's this ridiculous, completely bureaucratic
process that can kind of blow out the time between when they [HDRs]
actually apply to when they get accepted” (R18, 21/10/16)
“I mean it's - you know, this - this is a flexible environment, so therefore if I
decide, I work from home one day” (R17, 24/10/16)
“it's actually quite different when you look into it, and their research is
quite different” (R16, 18/10/16).
The above quotations demonstrated the effect of institutionalised research
on a positive climate and culture.
How Academics experienced their colleagues and the espoused research
support, which created an atmosphere, in conjunction with the way that research
activity was expected to be conducted comprised the DOS and ANRU Research
Climate and Culture (B6) category.
In summary, the Work Context (B) theme consisted of the categories
Financial Resources (B1), Work Content (B2), Environmental Capability (B3),
Conducting Research (B4), Institutional Leadership (B5) and Research Climate
and Culture (B6). The categories provided firm indications of the impact of this
theme on research performance. They further illuminated how: insufficient financial
resources exacerbated by high operating costs; the lack of understanding of
competing demands, with high expectations and a culture of students first,
hampered research performance. The environmental capability with good
infrastructure, but inefficient processes coupled with the inability to build a
reputation to attract students and collaborators; the lack of time to conduct
research of high-quality publications in high impact outlets also influenced research
performance. The lack of quality PhD students; the absence of research leadership
in practice and constant changes from institutionalised leadership, which
complicated work structures, and the less than optimum research culture and
climate further, hampered research performance.
The six categories individually and by augmenting each other created an
internal work context that affected Academics’ research performance mainly by
high operating costs is certain areas and the competing demands, inefficient
process, the lack of reputation, and institutional leadership formed the Work
Context (B) theme.
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5.5

External Context (C) Theme
The External Context (C) theme comprised the community, national, and

the international factors that impacted Academics’ research performance. Figure
5.12 depicts the taxonomy of the External Context (C) theme.

Figure 5.12: Taxonomy: DOS External Context (C) Theme
The External Context (C) theme emerged in the form of how the local
community, national and international views and agendas impacted on Academics’
research performance at ANRU.
An overview of this theme describes the extent to which industries and
students have confidence in the value of collaboration and partnerships with ANRU
Academics and how this impacted research performance. Academics were of the
view that students, and most importantly, HDR students, viewed universities with
higher rankings than ANRU’s as more reputable to attend. They further claimed
that the National impact on their research performance was in the form of
government agency agendas and decisions, political impact, a non-vibrant
economy, and geographical isolation. Academics were also of the opinion that
international agendas and global partnerships, and collaborations impacted on
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their research performance. The first category that contributed to the External
Context (C) theme was National Impact (C1).

5.5.1

National Impact (C1) Category
Aspects that described National Impact (C1) and affected research

performance were based on government and government agencies’ focus and
decisions that influenced the research direction. Besides, the economic climate
and geographical isolation influenced the research performance of Academics
negatively. Figure 5.13 depicts the taxonomy of the National Impact (C1) category.

Figure 5.13: Taxonomy: DOS National Impact (C1) Category
Academics described the role of National Impact (C1) through the
following statements:
“the more the government sort of pushes that … [threat] approach, the
better it is for us” (R16, 18/10/16)
“if the present government doesn't value research or doesn't think in the
long-term, it's very hard for them to see the value in investing in research”
(R20, 16/11/16)
“government policy certainly plays a big part … it certainly does because it
filters down” (R25, 11/11/16)
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“that's part of the broken ARC model in this country. Not just ARC for that
matter. So that does hamper us” (R11, 09/12/16)
“Issue there was the priorities are sent by the state … councils” (R13,
10/10/16)
“That's more national guidelines around ethics” (R15, 17/10/16)
“the centre of gravity is Canberra” (R17, 24/10/16)
“so, the political environment, … is actually supporting us” (R16,
18/10/16).
Academics asserted the economic climate had a further effect on their
research performance in that the downturn in the economy swayed funding
negatively for research. They claimed:
“our governments have dropped the ball … in terms of focusing so heavily
on [one industry] to fund our economy” (R25, 11/11/16)
“[Government] should've put some importance on science and on
knowledge retention, on keeping good scientists here in Australia and
developing technology and other industries, that when the [economy] died
off a bit, that we have those mechanisms in place” (R25, 11/11/16)
“So, funding opportunities are becoming less frequent and for lower
amounts of money” (R11, 09/12/16).
Academics further reported that ANRU’s geographical location resulted in
isolation that hindered them in their research performance. It made it difficult to
attend and collaborate with fellow Australian researchers due to distance and
related costs. At the same time, the geographical location made the hosting of
conferences in their State and collaboration less viable for the same distance and
cost reasons. Claims were as follows:
“we're so far away. We're - we miss the opportunity. We don't have the
proximity to … [as] … University has, … because they're in each other's
backdoor” (R17, 24/10/16)
“And we have to travel outside of the state to go to a suitable conference
for us. …, it got to the stage where it wouldn't even pay the conference
fees, let alone any travel” (R16, 18/10/16).
In summary, Academics believed that government influence, a less than
favourable economic climate and the geographical location that resulted in isolation
were impacting their research performance, mostly, negatively.
The influence of the Australian Government, together with the economic
climate that prevailed, and the isolation from other researchers, formed the
National Impact (C1) category.
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The second category that contributed to the External Context (C) theme
was International Impact (C2).

5.5.2

International Impact (C2) Category
The International Impact (C2) category comprised those international

aspects that shaped international agendas and global partnership aspects, which
provided research opportunities and research direction. Figure 5.14 depicts the
taxonomy of the International Impact (C2) category.

Figure 5.14: Taxonomy: DOS International Impact (C2) Category
Academics reported that international events and topics that became
topical and the international agenda impacted on their research performance. They
asserted that:
“the international environment hasn't necessarily changed that much;
there was always, … the … and what was happening around the world
was there” (R16, 18/10/16)
“it's [topic] a big issue, and right now, it's the hottest topic [in the world]
you hear about” (R19, 25/10/16)
“that's [national and international events] certainly impacted us, … local
radicalisation, all that has a big impact on us” (R16, 18/10/16).
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In addition, not only international events but also the insight to improve
their own research quality through global partnerships and international
collaboration opened and made more opportunities possible. Technology
supported these opportunities with international colleagues. Academics provided
the following examples:
“that’s [isolation] what makes the international collaborations at times
harder, but of course I mean with the technology we have now, it’s gotten
a lot better” (R13, 10/10/16)
“However, there's probably more scope now to look for international
partnerships or collaborations, with people in countries where there is
funding available” (R25, 11/11/16)
“the world environment should be offering an enormous amount of
opportunity to us [as international direction providers]” (R17, 24/10/16)
“collaborating with more international colleagues to essentially write
review papers” (R11, 09/12/16).
In summary, international contact and its influence on research
performance was made more accessible by technology and viewed positively by
Academics. This view referred primarily to those areas where ANRU could be
world leaders. Opportunities to have collaborated with international researchers
and the scope for access to funding, through international partnerships, had
materialised. International agendas that opened up global partnership opportunities
comprised the International Impact (C2) category.
The External Context (C) theme is summarised as Academics who
indicated that external communities they served, contributed to their research
performance together with the international impact such as events and agendas
indicating that it provided research opportunities, collaboration, and partnerships
with international researchers. On the contrary, Academics’ experience of the State
and national impact, especially the broader economic climate was that it stifled
opportunities that could result in generating funds for research. Academics
believed that a lack of research reputation also exacerbated the National Impact
(C1), especially concerning funding, as well as attracting PhD students to ANRU.
The External Context (C) theme thus comprised three main factors that affected
their research performance namely: Communities (C3) that contributed to research
performance, National Impacts (C1) that stifled opportunities for generating funds
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for research, mainly due to a lack of reputation, and International Impact (C2) that
provided increased research opportunities.
The categories Communities (C3), National Impact (C1), and International
Impact (C2) together formed the external environment influenced the environment
in which ANRU operated. The external environment, which influenced the internal
environment in which Academics were expected to contribute to research
performance described the External Context (C) theme.
The third category that contributed to the External Context (C) theme was
Community Impact (C3).

5.5.3

Community Impact (C3) Category
Community Impact (C3) consisted of those communal and reputational

context aspects under which Academics conducted research at ANRU. Figure 5.15
depicts the Community Impact (C3) category taxonomy.

Figure 5.15: Taxonomy: DOS Community Impact (C3) Category
Most Academics asserted that their research benefitted the community
and society, mainly through their partnership and collaboration with industry. They
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reported that the DOS has a strong reputation for its positive inputs to the
community through its industry partnerships. However, Academics claimed that the
impact that the DOS has on the community was not recognised as counting
towards RAI points. The latter was because community impact was not yet
allocated any distinct metrics at the national level. The following claims illustrated
the effect of these aspects on Academics’ research performance:
“we make an effort to engage with the industry, with communities …
That's what we're here for, the community” (R16, 18/10/16)
“you work with the industry for the immediate benefit of industry… and …
transfer this … into commercial efficiently” (R32, 27/10/16)
“So, we're - we're getting some real [community] impact, but it's not
necessarily that visible, because it doesn't fit the RAI type” (R16,
18/10/16).
Academics further asserted that ANRU did not have a strong reputation
within the research community. This reputational aspect impacted rankings, grants
and subsequently HDR student interest in ANRU in their opinion:
“the - the prejudice that I see against [ANRU], which is largely unfounded.
And it's very discipline-specific” (R11, 09/12/16)
“You have to have an enormous track record, which is almost impossible
in a place like this” (R15, 17/10/16)
“my experience within this university, … is that … it's been difficult to win
competitive grants, particularly if those grants take into consideration the
research environment. I have lost grants … mostly due to the fact that
[ANRU] got somewhat of a stigma with regards to quality research” (R11,
09/12/16)
“[ANRU] doesn’t have a substantial footprint in …, so getting an ARC
grant, you just might as well forget” (R13, 10/10/16)
“So, the NHMRC proposal, we actually did have someone who was very
strong, from the University of …, but the problem was that [ANRU] was
the lead institute rather than” (R18, 21/10/16)
“we haven't got the profile to be able to attract students to come here to
do a PhD” (R17, 24/10/16)
“I went to …, trying to get students in, and their preference is, first
preference UK, second preference US, and - and then all the other
countries” (R18, 21/10/16).
In summary, Academics’ experience of research at ANRU was that it
benefited the industry and communities, but that, that impact is not recognised on a
national level. On the contrary, it was claimed that the [State] research community
had a bias against ANRU and did not recognise the quality of research, which
influenced their and ANRU’s reputation. The reputation, according to Academics,
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consequently affected the ability to acquire grants and influenced rankings, which
in turn swayed the attraction for PhD students.
The views of the communities, external to ANRU, and the impact of that
on Academics’ and ANRU’s reputation influenced assessors rating of grant
applications and as such impacted research performance and comprised the
Community Impact (C3) category.

5.6

Experienced Emotions
Emotions derived from DOS transcribed texts contributed to ‘Academic

experience’ themes and are listed below in Table 5.1.
Table 5.1: DOS Shared Emotions

annoyed
burn me out
compelled
concerned
demotivated
difficulty
dissatisfaction
discouraged
disgusted
doubtful
fear
frustration

Open Codes: Emotions
Negative
guilt
hard/difficult
hate
mistrust
not enjoying
stressed
uncertainty
unfair
upset
worry

Positive
appealing
appreciate
autonomous
comfortable
desire
enjoy
fun
happy
love
motivated
passion
positive
proud
satisfaction
self-worth

From Table 5.1, it is evident that Academics expressed emotions had
more externalisation towards the culture and less towards their roles. The negative
emotions vis à vis the positive ones were reasonably balanced. The compound
feelings from negative emotions could be well described as stress. However, burn
out was mentioned too, frustration, and being compelled to act in ways within
specific systems, created more inner conflict and mistrust. On the other hand, the
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positive emotions signified well-motivated Academics who felt satisfied and
recognised for their work. These emotions also led to specific actions from the
participants. See the inserted figure under each theme for the related experiences.

5.7

Summary of Findings
This section provides a synthesis and summary of findings from the

second cohort, that of the DOS. The Academics’ experiences of research within
the DOS are summarised below with the three themes of personal, work and
external contexts.

5.7.1

Personal Context (A) Theme
A descriptor of the Personal Context (A) theme has been provided in

subsection 5.4.2. Academics experienced this theme with a robust identification
towards their roles as Academics, and while well-motivated, it was acknowledged
that the role impacted on their work-life balance (WLB). Furthermore, Academics
were frustrated by the lack of understanding from ANRU decision-makers about
the value of networking and learning opportunities stemming from informal
discussions.
The profile of the individual, especially accepting the research expectation
in the role of a balanced academic was a key indicator of how the researcher might
behave towards research performance demands. The lack of opportunities to learn
and maximise research performance to interact through mentoring, socialising,
being in contact with internal, and external colleagues to the institution was
frustrating.

5.7.1.1 Personal Profile (A1)
There was a reliable identification with the role of an academic: being both
a teacher and researcher. Most Academics understood that being an academic
impacted on their WLB and some single parents and or women experienced
conflict and frustrations with their WLB, which caused an approach-approach
conflict. Furthermore, Academics were frustrated with the lack of resources to
augment skills acquisition.
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5.7.1.2 Academics’ Interactions (A2)
Isolation in discipline areas, due to low staff numbers, hampered
collaboration which could improve research output if the discipline was better
staffed. Another frustration was a lack of networking opportunities and discontinued
mutual staffrooms that further impacted on opportunities for learning from and with
others.

5.7.2

Work Context (B) Theme
Overall, Academics did not feel supported to conduct their research which

was evident from their experience of the lack of financial resources and internal
capability for the practical realities of work content which outweigh research
expectations. Conducting research was further curbed by the lack of a focussed
research vision from institutional leadership that maintained bureaucratic
processes, systems and not creating more optimal opportunities to collaborate.
These impediments stifled a research culture supporting a DOS supportive
research climate.

5.7.2.1 Financial Resources (B1)
Financial resources were limited due to the high operational cost in the
DOS and government’s research agenda. The limited funds caused higher internal
and external competition impacting specifically on Early Career Researchers
(ECRs). Furthermore, Academics felt frustrated with the required attention to
students that minimise their time to be competitive in research and applying for
research funding. The frustration is exacerbated by a perceived inadequate
allocation of self-generated research money dispersed to teaching vs research,
which further curbed financial resources for research.

5.7.2.2 Work Content (B2)
Academic job insecurity was caused by physical and psychological
contracts that expected research outputs to secure an ongoing contract. However,
teaching and services workloads outweigh the realities of research performance
which were further suppressed by the expectation of high accessibility to students.
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5.7.2.3 Internal Capability (B3)
The espoused research support did not match the research expectations.
Typically, like other young universities, ANRU lacked a research reputation which
inhibited the attraction of reputable researchers in an environment already suffering
from critical mass, especially in some disciplines.

5.7.2.4 Conducting Research (B4)
Bureaucratic processes, systems, added administration and the lack of
network spaces and integrated electronic systems hampered output in the DOS.
There was less concern with finding time for research than with whom to
collaborate with and where to publish.

5.7.2.5 Institutional Leadership (B5)
Leadership lacked a consulted strategic research vision, and the renewed
research focus led to duplication in structures and a lack of resources; the
management of systems and processes impacted on research time and funding
and thus research. An inequitable funding model exacerbated management
impact.

5.7.2.6 Research Climate and Culture (B6)
DOS had a supportive climate hampered by the perceived decision of
ANRU to discontinue communal staff rooms. The culture in the DOS was stifled by
inefficient business processes and practice supporting research and a lack of
recognition for input and achievements.

5.7.3

External Context (C) Theme
External communities displayed a predisposition towards ANRU, which

negatively impacted on the individual and the institutional reputation while the
research focus from national and international governments impacted on available
funding. Furthermore, the geographical isolation of the university hampered
research outputs. However, the international arena exposed more opportunities for
collaborative research which could lead to improved research outputs.
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5.7.3.1 National Impact (C1)
The National Government not only contributed to the poor economic state
of the country impacting funding from industry in the State, but their approach also
drove research focus, guidelines, and priorities which affect grant funding. In
addition, the geographic location of ANRU inhibited networking due to the high
costs of attending conferences and meetings.

5.7.3.2 International Impact (C2)
International dilemmas led to the heightened focus on some of these
critical topics in the DOS and together with technological collaboration advances
promised more research opportunities.

5.7.3.3 Community Impact (C3)
Due to the RAI model that did not recognise community impact, the DOS
was not incentivised for research of this nature. Other institutions further displayed
a prejudice which impacted on the ANRU reputation resulting in lack of grants and
HDR attraction. The lack of networking aggravated discipline and expertise,
isolation and loneliness.

5.8

Chapter Summary
The context of DOS was dynamic due to the diverse internal context; with

the amalgamation of different disciplines in the DOS and different viewpoints on
research foci, increased research and grant allocation competition, internal context
expectations, and the impact of the increased competitive external context.
The findings of DOS indicate that research performance effectiveness
hinged very strongly on the contextual factors from within and surrounding the
individual profile, comprising capacity, capability, and willingness towards research
performance. Other aspects present were the competing demands in respect of
teaching and service versus research, with organisational changes influencing
culture and climate and research direction from leadership aspects from the work
context complemented or mismatched the individual in the personal context. The
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support experienced differently by individuals from ANRU contributed to the
relative ease or difficulty the individual experienced in focusing on research
performance. External, to the Institution, factors such as research agendas and
access to international collaboration and partnerships contributed to research
performance. The central external context aspect hampering research performance
was the lack of acknowledgment of the impact of research on communities and
consequently, recognition through RAI points and reputation. The next and final
case, Chapter 6, provides the results for ANRU’s leadership cadre.
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Chapter 6: Research Experience and Strategies:
ANRU Leaders

6.1

Introduction
This Chapter reports the last of three cases, namely, the lived experience

of the Research Leaders Cohort (RLC) from ANRU, the DOH and DOS. The
Chapter includes strategies they might have applied to support research
performance, and their contribution to ANRU research in three broad themes
Personal Context (A), Work Context (B), and External Context (C). The RLC’s
experiences were coded and categorised under these three context theme labels
that emerged from the analysis of the DOH data. New emerging labels were also
allocated. Care has been taken to ensure and maintain focus on the participants’
first-person lived experience by, firstly, only paying attention to a description of
these experiences. Themes and categories/factors in text passages are discernible
as italic font. Comparing the three cases’ meaning and significance of their lived
experience are further elaborated on in Chapter 8.

6.2

Overview of the Sample of Leaders
ANRU is a multi-campus university offering programs in and across many

disciplines. ANRU comprises many academic departments and centralised support
services departments. A sample of 10, out of a possible 12, research leaders
(RLC) of which three were from the Centralised Support and Research Leadership
(CSRL) and the Academic Departments DOH and DOS were drawn. Leaders: for
this study comprised those from research specific Centralised Support and
Research Leadership Services (CSRL) as well as the Academic Departments
(represented by DOH and DOS) that directly influenced research performance at
ANRU. This all-inclusive, leader cohort will henceforth be referred to as the
Research Leadership Cohort (RLC) unless otherwise specified. This cohort might
have a broader view of academics in general at ANRU and not only to the
participants of Academics from the DOH and DOS. Thus, a reference from them to
academics, in general, will be referred to as academics in this Chapter. To protect
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the identity of the RLC participants, their aggregated datasets are reported
together.
The themes and categories will be reported with the support of relevant
code labels in this section. Qualitative data was analysed from the RLC at
academic Levels E and D. Analysis of the interview transcripts supported the three
themes with 11 categories, constituted by 30 codes and 90 open codes, which
emerged from the data analysis. The themes represent a holistic picture of the
RLC’s experience of research at ANRU, strategies they applied in facilitating
research performance, and their contribution to research performance at ANRU.
Obtained from the inductive analysis for the DOH; the themes were Personal
Context (A), Work Context (B), and External Context (C). The RLC further provided
additional insights into research questions one and two.
The analysis of the interview transcripts aligned with; and confirmed the
three themes that emerged from the DOH analysis namely, the Personal Context
(A), Work Context (B), and External Context (C) themes. The lumping analysis
method was thus applied again from themes that emerged from the inductive
analysis of the DOH. The analysis commenced with a top-down (themes to “words
in context”) alignment first. The analysis then continued from a bottom-up (open
coding to categories second) and iteratively between levels in the detailed phase.
The data is first presented top-down graphically, to provide the overall picture, and
are then reported from a theme to code level with underlying detail. These themes,
categories, codes, and open codes provide the complete taxonomy derived from
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the analysis of the RLC’s data, see Figure 6.1.

Figure 6.1: Taxonomy: Leaders Themes and Categories
Several internal and external environmental factors influenced the leading
and facilitation of research at ANRU. The RLC’s experiences of factors external to
ANRU, such as National Impact (C1), International Impact (C2) and Community
Impact (C3) fitted well to the theme External Context (C) theme. The funding, work
content, immediate work environment, their research endeavours,
institutionalisation or the way work is structured, and the University and Academic
Departments’ Research Climate and Culture also influenced the RLC’s
experiences of leading and facilitating research. These aspects emerged when the
theme Work Context (B) was deconstructed. The individual profile of academics,
the way they interacted with others, and personal circumstances were prominent
factors that influenced the RLC’s experiences of leading and facilitating research.
They comprised the Personal Context (A) theme.
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6.3

Personal Context (A) Theme
This theme comprised aspects of the RLC’s experiences of research,

related to academic’s profiles, and how the RLC interacted with others.
The data fitted within two categories, namely Individual Profile (A1) and
Leaders’ Interactions (A2) as depicted in Figure 6.2.

Figure 6.2: Taxonomy: Leaders Personal Context (A) Theme
The intrapersonal and individual circumstance aspects shaped the
Individual Profile (A1) category. The Leaders’ Interactions (A2) category described
interpersonal aspects between or amongst individual RLC, academics and or
groups interacting with each other. Academics need the capabilities, supported by
career planning, to deliver on research performance expectations. These
capabilities are augmented with characteristics that provided and focussed the
drive for research performance. They assisted performing Academics to fit
research into their personal life successfully. By using personal time for research
endeavours, they succeeded in meeting the research expectations. The
intrapersonal and individual circumstances, however, also included and applied
those capabilities to collaborate, developing affiliations and learning from others
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during Leaders’ Interactions (A2) to perform in research. While collaboration was
essential on discipline, cross-discipline, national and international levels to build a
reputation and acquire funding, the geographical location of ANRU hampered the
collaboration. The benefits of collaboration were augmented by Developing
Affiliations in that it provided opportunities with aspects such as to be mentored
and building relationships. According to the RLC, these relationships provided
opportunities through which learning from others could take place.
RLC reported specific strategies to support the personal context, of
researchers, so that research performance could be enhanced and benefit ANRU.
Their strategies were synthesised into three main streams, namely to:
•

develop the self-belief, skills, and careers of researchers, HDR students,
and HDR supervisors;

•

explore, identify and facilitate interaction opportunities; and

•

provide a research environment with strong values.

Evidence of these strategic streams is presented below within, the
Individual Profile (A1) and `Interactions (A2) categories, which comprise the
Personal Context (A) theme.

6.3.1

Individual Profile (A1) Category
Aspects such as Academics’ and RLC’s capabilities, unique intrapersonal

characteristics and personal circumstances contributed to research performance
and constituted the category Individual Profile (A1). Figure 6.3 depicts the
taxonomy of the category Individual Profile (A1).
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Figure 6.3: Taxonomy: Leaders Individual Profile (A1) Category
Contributing to the Individual Profile (A1) category is the capability aspect
containing the intrapersonal aspects ability, skills, knowledge, and experience that
participants considered facilitators or the lack of these to be inhibitors of research
performance. Compliance training such as research supervisor skills was initially
not welcomed, but lately, RLC observed improved participation and good
satisfaction ratings that indicated that the skills strategy was accepted. Aspects
such as the lack of knowledge and academic experience hampered research
performance. There is a need for improved ability, skills development through
career planning, according to the RLC as illustrated by the following:
“let us look at the next two to three to five years. Where are you planning
on being? What is your career trajectory? I think researchers do not take
the time to do that [career planning]. They do not recognise how important
that is because that then gives them that framework for that roadmap
[skills]” (R29, 25/10/18).
Another Leader linked career-planning to acquire research funding. The
Leader asserted:
“to enhance our ability to be able to bring category one funding in” (R24,
09/11/16).
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Some Leaders valued the ability to do benchmarking and built networks to
provide perspective on what is required to succeed in research. Those RLC
members asserted:
“But for me, what was really instructive that helped me make the change
and see what was required. Use this word benchmarking. But really the
first and the most important I think the most important education I got
actually to enact change was really joining a group they meet twice a year
in Australia” (R28, 30/10/18)
“leading … it is a bit like hosting a cocktail party you're just going to make
sure that all right people are talking to each other” (R30, 26/01/2019).
It is evident from the above that the RLC perceptions are that research
leaders and researchers need specific abilities and skills to improve research
performance. They linked these abilities and skills to intrapersonal as well as
interpersonal skills and abilities.
Many academics did not know what it means to be a researcher,
according to the RLC. This lack of knowledge was evident in their knowledge and
experience about executing research and as shown in their CVs, which made them
non-competitive for collaboration and research grants. Supporting statements
concerning the lack of knowledge and experience or gaining it were:
“But when I actually saw their CV … their research performance. I had to
say this is why you're not getting grants because you are not competitive”
(R29, 25/10/18)
“Because if our supervisors do not know policies, rule, guidelines, support
structures, and their responsibilities; legally we could be compromised”
(R28, 30/10/18)
“many of our researchers, I found, did not know really what it meant to be
an academic” (R29, 25/10/18)
“But I do think that getting those external experiences really does make
them a more dynamic, flexible, comprehensive excited researcher” (R29,
25/10/18).
The RLC was worried about the availability of infrastructure such as
software programs without building capability in utilising the software, for which
they then need to implement training. Training included assisting researchers to
become more competitive. Illustrations of these comments are:
“the thing I do worry about [is] the widespread provision of things like
SPSS without adequate training” (R30, 26/01/2019)
“so, therefore … we did a massive suite of professional development in
cooperation and in partnership with [Central Service Centres (CSC)] and
the [academic departments]” (R29, 25/10/18).
Page 166 of 355

The RLC’s comments about capabilities showed that in their experience,
ANRUs’ researchers need development and exposure to ensure their abilities,
skills, knowledge and experience are enhanced to improve their research
performance and competitiveness.
The characteristics aspect was constructed from the five intrapersonal
aspects: attributes, motivation, emotions, values, and attitudes that contributed to
the Individual Profile (A1) category. These intrapersonal characteristics of
individuals, were mostly, seen as containing specific qualities essential for
research performance or hampering research performance. For example,
academics who perceived their quality of research as being of a high standard still
did not meet the expected external environment standards. These academics were
more reliant on internal funding and less competitive for funding externally. Other
attributes comprised aspects such as confidence, risk-taking, and a lack of proper
self-evaluation. Motivational aspects that emerged from the interviews were
happiness, autonomy, excitement, and desire. Other emotions were mainly
experienced as negatively influenced their research performance. For example, the
RLC’s frustration at resistance experienced from academics towards change that
could facilitate research performance or the lack of academics to take on
opportunities that will support their research performance. See the descriptions and
quotes below for examples of intrapersonal characteristics in the form of attributes
that hampered or facilitated research performance at ANRU. RLC members offered
the following perceptions about Attributes:
“All my staff [are] happy and I think that is a leadership quality” (R28,
30/10/18)
“They need to have confidence in themselves and apply some of these
things … people being more successful in competitive grants they have
taken risks, and they really had not gone out that way” (R29, 25/10/18)
“[inclination to] ‘focus on things that allow me to do that [obtaining the
teaching results]’, and then put aside [money for], what they would see as
not essential, in like a vigorous research program” (R30, 26/01/2019).
In respect of Motivation to be involved in improved research performance,
RLC members stated:
“I was actually more teaching-learning … looking for a leading [role in a
service centre] to be perfectly honest. …, [but] I was happy with that
[appointment]” (R28, 30/10/18)
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“we are also giving them a little bit of a rope to be self-taught,
autonomous” (R28, 30/10/18)
“we have that desire to write to people that get a grant just to say well
done; this is terrific” (R30, 26/01/2019).
Other Emotions were mainly hampering research performance; for
example, one Leader said:
“And I have a feeling … on the expectation that it is going to be difficult. …
they can have a self-fulfilling prophecy” (R29, 25/10/18).
Value and attitude aspects expressed included organisational values,
quality training, compliance, and obligations. Attitudinal aspects indicated
resistance and a lack of proper self-evaluation. The following quotes are a
testimony of the RLC’s experience of aspects they valued and the influence of
attitudes:
“the current Vice-Chancellor, like the previous one, was adamant that we
have those four words [value labels] to capture what we are all about”
(R30, 26/01/2019)
“[We] implemented mandatory supervisor training because you know
legally, we have an obligation to have supervised our students. … we
have ticked all the boxes as far as responsible conduct” (R28, 30/10/18)
“he got the University to believe in itself … the University was starting to
believe in itself then the position of the outside world changed” (R30,
26/01/2019)
“Other instances … they will push against that just to puff up their chest
and make a noise in a meeting, and that is the truth” (R28, 30/10/18)
“Another important aspect found was that …. Some researchers thought
they were better than they actually were people thought they were pretty
good” (R29, 25/10/18).
On the one hand, ANRU’s values that indicate what the University stands
for together with a belief in itself facilitated research performance. On the other
hand, attitudes like a personal resistance to change and an over-inflated self-image
as researchers hampered research performance.
In respect of characteristics, RLC members reported that the absence of
these five intrapersonal aspects hampered ANRU’s research performance.
Conversely, having these characteristics and or focussed them correctly facilitated
their research performance.
Personal Circumstances such as the academic’s personal life, research
expectations from ANRU, the DOS and DOH, and work-life balance contributed to
the Individual Profile (A1) category. Personal Circumstances such as parenthood
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stifled interest and or the ability to participate in long out of state visits and or
relocation for growth opportunities, which affects collaboration and skills-building
strategies by the leaders. These aspects were mostly viewed as harming research
performance according to the RLC. Most Leaders, however, accepted that
research performance in the ANRU context was not possible when working a
regular five-day workweek and thus impacted on personal life and time. Others
expressed the opinion that the expectations are realistic and that academics
should be able to deliver on that. The RLC’s opinions were:
“I've probably, over the course of my academic life, have kind of allowed it
[research] to go perhaps outside of the boundaries …, because of my
personal circumstances” (R22, 21/09/16)
“I genuinely keep hearing … some of them want to do it [improve their
research capability and experience]. I do find that they just cannot for
family reasons” (R29, 25/10/18)
“the actual workload models should [not] be assuming that people are
eating into their family life to be able to maintain their productivity. So, as a
consequence, then I put a lot of effort pretty much out of hours to try and
maintain my research productivity” (R24, 09/11/16)
“if you are given a 30% of a workload for research, I expect you to deliver
30% of a workload” (R21, 28/11/16).
The capabilities, characteristics, and personal circumstances the RLC
experienced as affected either positively or negatively on their and academics’
research performance thus comprised the category Individual Profile (A1).

6.3.2

The Research Leaders Cohort’s Interaction (A2) Category
Aspects such as collaboration, developing affiliations, and learning from

others, that contributed to research performance, constituted the category
Interaction (A2). See Figure 6.4.
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Figure 6.4: Taxonomy: Leaders’ Interactions (A2) Category
Contributing to this theme’s Leaders’ Interactions (A2) category are
interpersonal relationships that influenced on the RLC’s strategies for enhancing
research performance. Collaboration opportunities with colleagues within ANRU,
across disciplines, and with researchers external to ANRU, were viewed as
essential for research performance. Only a few cross-departmental collaborations
existed within ANRU and hampered the outcome of research strategies. Good
collaboration amongst other universities by Leaders, and service departments,
were experienced and supported research strategies. The following quotations
from the RLC illustrate how important they view collaboration for research
performance:
“I have been asked to do a review of what [another University] do, let us
call it lots of collaboration. And by doing that you see what they are doing
and that helps [to] inform them” (R28, 30/10/18)
“Those strategies [research performance improvement] … would be things
like supporting those collaborations” (R29, 25/10/18)
“collaborative - an approach that is embracing and enhancing
opportunities to work together, cross [academic department] collaboration”
(R22, 21/09/16)

Page 170 of 355

“successful research is finding ways of increasing collaboration, and you
see the manifestations … from the productivity of collaborative groups”
(R30, 26/01/2019).
On the contrary, aspects such as a lack of collaboration within academic
departments and across disciplines, as well as geographical isolation were
experienced as aspects that hampered research output and hence performance.
Examples include:
“I will be honest with you [collaboration is] really quite rare and much as
we might try to encourage cross-collaboration it does not really happen”
(R29, 25/10/18)
“it is such an isolated location and such a long way from everything” (R23,
08/12/16)
“What I have found is that because of that [location] … researchers do not
get up and get over to the [other] states” (R29, 25/10/18).
Developing affiliations was an aspect that facilitated research
performance, according to the RLC. They experienced developing affiliations
through mentoring, interacting with colleagues, working with other universities, and
opportunities to develop research relationships through making connections. The
RLC stated, for example:
“I have - I have always had fantastic mentors, going right back to before I while I was doing the PhD” (R21, 28/11/16)
“I got a lot of these ideas … from [an Australian University which is] more
centralised” (R28, 30/10/18)
“let us do a little bit of cross-pollination here cross thinking. Similarly,
internationally than …” (R29, 25/10/18)
“the role of a [leader] is really to use the available access they have to the
outside world to try and help build relationships” (R30 26/01/2019).
Academics who do not use opportunities such as visiting lecturers, looking
for joint PhDs and or communities with large databanks limited their opportunities
to enhance their research performance and hampered research strategies. The
RLC claimed the following:
“it is actually hard to get people to come along to those lectures at 4
o'clock on a Friday afternoon” (R29, 25/10/18)
“do it [research] on your own without access to big bio databanks, and
stuff makes less sense” (R28, 30/10/18).
The RLC expected to learn from others and through interaction with others
to have taken place when academics attended workshops or conferences,
networked, communicated with thought leaders, and worked on excursions in
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projects or teams. The RLC viewed these aspects as either facilitating or
hampering research performance as evidenced by assertions such as:
“The value you get out of putting the right sort of infrastructure in place
and the examples that were cited included funding to be able to … support
a workshop or conference” (R30, 26/01/2019)
“Let us also bring people to [ANRU for our researchers] to get to know all
of the people who serve on the grants review panels” (R29, 25/10/18)
“Let us bring some of the influential thought leaders to [ANRU] showcase
what we can do” (R29, 25/10/18)
“teams becoming known across … Australia” (R21, 28/11/16)
“we can send our undergrads you know overseas let us also send our
postgrads over let us send out early career researchers may be an
immersion of a month to month three months [on projects]… they will
come back changed people, excited with new opportunities under their
belt and potentially being written into grants and publications” (R29,
25/10/18)
“just last month we had the Ops Manager from [another university to talk
to students] … we have had [other universities] many times” (R28,
30/10/18).
The RLC’s experiences of ANRU’s academics in collaborations,
developing affiliations with, and learning from others doing research, and how it
affected research performance, thus supported the category Interaction (A2).
The theme Personal Context (A) was confirmed through the categories
Individual Profile (A1) and Leaders’ Interactions (A2). Those capabilities,
characteristics, and personal circumstances the RLC experienced about
themselves, colleagues and research or doing research, and how it influenced
research performance defined the category Individual Profile (A1). The RLC’s
experience of their own and or colleague collaborations, developing affiliations with
and learning from others in doing research, and how it affected research
performance termed the category Leaders’ Interactions (A2). Together the
categories Individual Profile (A1) and Academics’ Interactions (A2) described those
personal traits that influenced ANRU’s research performance and academics’
capacity for and opportunities to work with others to enhance their research
performance and constituted the theme Personal Context (A).
As evidenced, within the results of each category, the RLC employed
strategies such as career development, interaction opportunities, and values that
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were aimed at supporting ANRU’s researchers’ personal context and facilitated
research performance.
The research performance of Academics and Leaders was also impacted
by the work context.

6.4

Work Context (B) Theme
Work Context (B) described those factors identified by the RLC that either

directly or indirectly affected their and the academic’s capacity to contribute to
research performance.
The Work Context (B) theme comprised six categories namely: Financial
Resources (B1), Work Content (B2), Environmental Capability (B3), Conducting
Research (B4), Institutional Leadership (B5), and Research Climate and Culture
(B6) as depicted in Figure 6.5.

Figure 6.5: Taxonomy: Leaders Work Context (B) Theme
An overview of the Work Context (B) theme indicated that the experiences
of peripheral roles and the lack of research and administration assistance that led
to a lack of time captured in the category Work Content (B2) was a primary
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influence in this context theme. The RLC observed these as reasons that affected
the planned research strategies and subsequently, less than optimal research
performance. Furthermore, the categories Financial Resources (B1),
Environmental Capability (B3) supported by Institutional Leadership (B5) and
Research Climate and Culture (B6) had a significant influence on the category
Conducting Research (B4).
Conducting Research contributed to ANRU’s research rankings by
systems such as Times Higher Education (THE) and World University Rankings
which influenced ANRU’s reputation. The RLC indicated the benefits from these
rankings as the associated personal reputation as a researcher and even a
discipline thought leader. Also, academics received funding linked to systems such
as the Research Activity Index (RAI) and reward scheme.
To improve research performance at ANRU, the RLC applied and or
suggested the following six strategies, related to the work context:
•

seek and provide research funding;

•

identify and explore opportunities for collaboration;

•

adjust the working environment;

•

support academic departments to reduce HDR attrition, improve
completions and grow student numbers;

•

advocate proactivity; and

•

improve research profiles.
Evidence of these strategies is presented below within the descriptions of

the following categories that comprised the Work Context (B) theme.

6.4.1

Financial Resources (B1) Category
Lumping data within the work context to the first category Financial

Resources (B1) showed that academics at ANRU did not become self-reliant in
finding funding (due to lack of competitive skills, lack of collaborators) and internal
funds being perceived as “easy money”. Several internal strategies were put in
place to support academics to build their profiles and become competitive towards
external funding opportunities. However, insufficient and ineffective communication
did not support these strategies. The lack of effective communication affected the
research performance of ANRU academics, for example, quotations from R16 and
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R18 indicated that not all academics were aware of seed funding for upfront
support.
Most RLC members viewed the availability and the extent to which
Financial Resources (B1) were allocated to academic departments on different
criteria as fair in support of ANRU’s research endeavours. Figure 6.6 depicts the
taxonomy of the Financial Resources (B1) category.

Figure 6.6: Taxonomy: Leaders Financial Resources (B1) Category
Contributing to the Financial Resources (B1) category was research
income in the form of funding through ANRU support, generated funding, grants,
and other funding opportunities that strategically supported research endeavours.
Leaders of the central support service centres acknowledged that funding is
necessary to implement research strategies and indicated that there was support in
funding for academic departments. However, Leaders from within academic
departments considered the funding allocated as research income from ANRU to
be inadequate to ensure the level of expected research performance and create a
research culture.
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Some of the RLC members were disappointed by the change in a
strategic fund initiative from being a research incentive for high research
performance to operational support for departments with high costs. The RLC
doubted if the strategic funds would be long-lasting and if there would be sufficient
funds left to support the professorial fellows recently appointed by the University.
The latter was an ANRU funded strategy to provide academic departments with
researchers who have a record of accomplishment and could support national
competitive grant applications. Some of the RLC members further claimed that the
ANRU funding model that allocated funding as income according to student load
affected the academic departments’ research negatively. Assertions made by the
RLC members were:
“a funding model that trickles down to the [academic department], but it is
essentially based on undergraduate student load particularly, then there is
less focus on research…if you then have a funding model that does not
actually facilitate a reasonable proportion of research activity, … that can
be a hindrance” (R24, 09/11/16)
“the experience is that there has been a lot of … financial support” (R24,
09/11/16)
“I think the things that help that are the internal funding schemes” (R29,
25/10/18).
The competitive external environment, with less money available from
Government, and the perception that ANRU has very few people who have been
successful to date of obtaining national competitive grants, also increased the
competition for internal grants. The lack of knowledge about available external
money also affected acquiring funds. Strategies to enhance academics’ knowledge
of funding opportunities increased their opportunities to secure funds. Other
strategies, like additional scholarships, were contemplated to support researchers
who had a career break. A general lack of funding for research necessitated
searching for other funding opportunities. These aspects had a significant influence
on research capability, as illustrated by:
“front funded so that our researchers can develop those collaborative
partnerships … that feeds into grants” (R29, 25/10/18)
“[The leader of an academic department] never put any importance on
research it was not part of the workload performance … was not part of
the funding that hampers research the most” (R30, 26/01/2019)
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“[additional scholarships] for those people who have had a career break
due to maternity or paternity leave or parental care of your elders” (R29,
25/10/18)
“issues that [an academic department had] is that we do not have…
people who are really competitive, for category one, particularly ARC and
NHMRC grants” (R24, 09/11/16)
“It is a challenge wanting to chase down competitive grants, being [ANRU]
because we are [ANRU], and from a reputational perspective that's a
challenge for everybody undertaking research in the University” (R23,
08/12/16).
Research income was thus described by the RLC as the generated funds,
grants and other funding opportunities in the research domain, and how it affected
research performance, in the category Financial Resources (B1).
A second contributing aspect to the Financial Resources (B1) category
was research spending experienced by them as budgets, expenses towards staff,
research initiatives, operational costs such as equipment and students. The RLC
acknowledged that ANRU is a young university with limited research funding and
some of the RLC leaders felt they were required to perform on a low budget
without investment to improve research support. Conversely, strategic spending on
students could facilitate future funding opportunities. Strategies for educating
teaching/research staff about the changing research environment and enhanced
support for research-focused staff could likely improve research performance.
Some of the RLC leaders claimed that teaching is a priority, especially in
DOH and the consequent lack of spending to acquire more staff affected their
research performance. The difference in research support from one academic
department to another highlighted the fact that those with more research support
allegedly achieved better research performance. The RLC made the following
assertions in respect of rigid budgets, and staff:
“disposable funds are [always] going to be limiting[ed] … to build research
capacity and performance” (R30, 26/01/2019)
“teaching is the priority [and budgeted for] in terms of practicalities” (R22,
21/09/16)
“some [academic departments] will provide internal funding schemes
[some] will provide resources …. Other have no money, and they provide
nothing” (R29, 25/10/18)
“giving people who are research-focused and are doing well … the
opportunity to really forge ahead that will make the difference” (R21,
28/11/16)
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“being able to both recognise and encourage the high performers who at
the same time trying to get them the balance of support right for those that
are less…. fortunate” (R30, 26/01/2019).
Spending on operational costs like consumables and equipment were
expensive in some academic departments according to the RLC and increased the
cost of research. The RLC saw their role to determine the best way to spend
money for increased research capacity and performance, but the availability of
money to maintain employment levels varied. Meetings at other locations were also
viewed as a costly expense. The RLC offered the following views:
“in this particular discipline, it [operational costs] can be quite expensive”
(R24, 09/11/16)
“university executives … simply said they do not want to invest in anything
new” (R29, 25/10/18)
“the role of the [research leader] is… working out the best ways of
spending money to build research capacity and performance” (R30,
26/01/2019)
“at the end of each year you go I am sorry I have got no money for you
[your continued employment]” (R29, 25/10/18)
“It [research meetings] costs money and a lot of time … I do not go to
some [interstate] meetings” (R29, 25/10/18).
HDR students were seen as vital to research growth and would-be future
decision-makers in respect of funding and grants according to RLC, who
mentioned:
“student scholarships … [are a] vital part of growth for research” (R30,
26/01/2019)
“students go back; they are in high positions … [they are] the ones that
are making decisions about funding and grant money” (R22, 21/09/16).
How ANRU spent money from rigid budgets on expensive consumables,
equipment, staff, and students, described research spending in the category
Financial Resources (B1).
Together, research income and research spending, within a context of
intense internal and external competition for funding and higher discipline related
cost for research, affected research performance and formed the category
Financial Resources (B1).
Financial resources, especially from a workload, administration and
competing demands perspective influenced the next category Work Content (B2).
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6.4.2

Work Content (B2) Category
Work Content (B2) was the second category in the theme Work Context

(B) and described how aspects such as perceived psychological employment
contracts, inherent job impact, and peripheral job impact aspects influenced the
RLC’s experience of research at ANRU.
Research strategies were hampered by less than favourable eSystems to
support the needs of academics, their perception of workload, structures that
impeded natural workflow, and internal power politics. A strong theme within this
category was that most of the RLC leaders asserted that the psychological
contract, that is, perceived mutual understanding of formal and informal
obligations, an academic entered included a research responsibility. There were,
however, reliable indicators that all did not acknowledge workload and the
workload allocation perceptions of academics. Also, administrative tasks, non-role
specific tasks, misaligned structures, and a lack of time resulted in demands being
viewed in competition with each other. Figure 6.7 depicts the taxonomy of the Work
Content (B2) category.

Figure 6.7: Taxonomy: Leaders Work Content (B2) Category
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In the opinion of the RLC, the workload percentages and how they were
allocated should only be seen as a metric to show what the expectations were,
nonetheless the workload perceptions of researchers affected their research
performance. Most Leaders stated that academics were employed to support
research, to do teaching, research and render service. Likewise, academics were
employed in roles that demanded teaching, research and services. However,
academics appointed in teaching-research positions, reportedly, felt disadvantaged
in comparison with those appointed in research-only positions.
The RLC provided the following examples of how role specific aspects
such as workload allocations and administration affected research performance:
“The main thing that will hinder it [research] is … workload allocations in
the [academic department] have facilitated… research there is a 40/40/20
[workload allocation for teaching/research/services] … [However], it could
affect people's capacity, … if we continue [with a] 50/30/20 allocation”
(R24, 09/11/16)
“So, every researcher out there who is teaching and research, they will
feel … disadvantaged compared to those who are research only” (R29,
25/10/18)
“a range of procedures … administrative sort of load, the processes
associated with the various tasks, the duplications and the inefficiencies in
some of those areas” (R24, 09/11/16)
“the type of work that she does [research] she always, always, always is
seeking admin assistance” (R29, 25/10/18)
“They [researchers] will always say ‘you have got time’ if they can have
either an admin or a research assistant” (R29, 25/10/18).
Aspects, other than the appointed role such as peripheral work tasks,
affected the RLC’s role and were generating a high demand for their and
academics’ time. Aspects such as committee work, competing demands, emails
and communication to encourage staff to align themselves and focus on a specific
role were recounted:
“I am on the steering committee for a couple of different ones [projects]”
(R23, 08/12/16)
“teaching is the priority … teach and research interests one task can have
positive benefits for the other task” (R22, 21/09/16)
“we are actually enrolling students [and I] so often sit back and think,
should we be doing that” (R28, 30/10/18)
“researchers might say it is their commitment to other activities like
teaching in administration … [and if they] are given unfettered access to
research time they would be so much better” (R30, 26/01/2019)
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“Encourage him to change the nature of their employment. … the general
theme there has been that one of communication” (R30, 26/01/2019).
The full content of the experienced psychological contract, that is, rolespecific as well as the non-role specific aspects that impacted on research
performance, described the category Work Content (B2).
Work Content was cast in and supported to a greater or lesser extent
within the environment the RLC members and academics operated. The
Environmental Capability (B3) category results are presented next.

6.4.3

Environmental Capability (B3) Category
The third category underpinning the theme Work Context (B) is the

Environmental Capability (B3) category, which involved integral aspects such as
people support services, environmental capability, and reputation.
The RLC reported that support from centralised service centres varied
given the perception of demands placed on academic departments. Conversely,
Leaders from the central research support services centres were adamant that
academic departments made research decisions. These central service centre
Leaders were also of the opinion that other professional service departments did
not always support them as well as they should. While the physical support such
as infrastructure and equipment has been reported as supporting research
performance, the RLC claimed that not all systems supported their research and
internal political power play affected resource allocations. As a result, they did not
always experience the research performance capacity they needed.
Neither did ANRU in all areas extensively promote their researchers and
their research to be well known externally. However, in certain areas the University
promoted itself externally and or built a reputation that seems to attract students
and or collaborators. The taxonomy of the Environmental Capability (B3) category
is depicted in Figure 6.8.
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Figure 6.8: Taxonomy: Leaders Environmental Capability (B3) Category
The RLC reported varied experiences in respect of support services from
within ANRU. Support services either supported their experience of doing research
or hampered their endeavours. They reported the following experiences of support
services:
“our job is supporting the [academic department]. … we were very clear
that you know the drivers [the academic department] make the decisions”
(R28, 30/10/18)
“whatever research you do you have to justify, and you have to argue
[with a CSRL]” (R21, 28/11/16)
“I saw a significant disconnect between professional services [support]…
and the research environment. I needed to be able to break down those
barriers. So, we did it, which really was around further communication”
(R29, 25/10/18)
“I was always struck by the readiness with which a range of people [from
service centres] tackled that [providing support]” (R30, 26/01/2019)
“research assistance [capable resource], that should help …to get an
output” (R22, 21/09/16).
The RLC described the environmental capability as an immersive
environment, with available infrastructure, the capacity it provided, available
equipment, and systems that supported their work for increased research
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performance. These aspects were viewed as physical support, evidenced by the
following:
“it is about providing them with that absolutely immersive environment
where they can just grow and excel in their research” (R29, 25/10/18)
“What infrastructure we have, the quality of our research how our
researchers are [promoted], our publications. We do that [promotion]
through a visiting professorship scheme … that is building capacity within
the university” (R29, 25/10/18)
“I think it [availability of equipment] does provide staff in our [academic
department] a bit more capacity to be able to do research” (R24, 09/11/16)
“the right I.T. infrastructure is pretty important” (R30, 26/01/2019)
“often … researchers forget that we might not like a [specific] system, but
it is all we have got” (R29, 25/10/18).
There were disparate views about the capacity of researchers with some
RLC leaders saying ANRU lacked top professors while others reported that ANRU
had reputable professors in areas of excellence with comments such as:
“Our staff [in general and research entities] research capacity is … a
worry” (R22, 21/09/16)
“they seem to want to collaborate because we have got a really top
professor here” (R28, 30/10/18)
“the success of research in the organisation could come down to a few
groups. … the backbone of the University's research environment and
activity [that] comes from the HDR students” (R30, 26/01/2019).
The RLC at ANRU believed that the reputation that staff had, and the
views students and partners hold of ANRU, as well as their resistance to accepting
improvement strategies hampered their and ANRU’s research performance. The
level of promotion of ANRU’s high-level research and those researchers that
conducting the research, together with the capacity of some researchers, affected
the impact criteria for ranking purposes in systems like Times Higher Education
(THE) and thus reputation. Likewise, initiatives to promote ANRU within the
community assisted in reputation building. The RLC asserted:
“the researchers …, blamed for not getting them [ARC grants], but we
know … [the] process is tied around institutional reputation” (R22,
21/09/16)
“it is always been pushing against academics who do not want change,
and that [lack of progress] affects us publicly” (R28, 30/10/18)
“… they will not know anything about us so that when they get the
[ranking] survey which says you know who in the world is doing the best
research they might say somebody else” (R29, 25/10/18)
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“So, it [community talks or initiatives] brings people here too” (R29,
25/10/18).
In summary, the Central Support Research Leadership Services (CSRL)
and the Academic Department Research Leadership (ADRL) held different views
about the level of support academic departments received from Centralised
Support, and how it impacted on the environmental capability. The RLC’s
experience of support from all service centres was that it was not adequate to
support research performance; and, that information systems and technology
domains, referred to as IT infrastructure, were of particular concern. The RLC
perceived the research reputation of ANRU hampered research performance and
consequently, the views of students and partners in some cases.
Those aspects that pointed to support services, environmental capability
and an experienced internal reputation that supported or hampered research
performance described the category Environmental Capability (B3).
Academics would fulfil their roles and then with the assistance of the
environmental capability conducted their research, which leads us to the
Conducting Research category.

6.4.4

Conducting Research (B4) Category
Conducting Research (B4) was the fourth category in the theme Work

Context (B) and described aspects that contributed to how the RLC supported and
experienced aspects of conducting and publishing research.
The RLC asserted that conducting research was a highly demanding
activity in a very competitive domain. They also highlighted the importance of and
contribution of PhD students to a university’s research performance. The RLC
reported that ANRU and the leaders at DOH and DOS were supportive of
research, but that the competitive domain created unrealistic expectations from
individual academic departments. PhD completions generated research, but to
generate guaranteed publications from students were a challenge. Opportunities
for research during regular working hours were minimised by teaching demands
and a lack of collaboration, expertise and funds. Figure 6.9 depicts the taxonomy of
the Conducting Research (B4) category.
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Figure 6.9: Taxonomy: Leaders Conducting Research (B4) Category
Research output expectations set against stiff competition was a
significant contributing aspect to Conducting Research (B4). The expectations
were intensified by aspects such as the difficulty and time involved in researching,
the commitment towards outputs and importance of outputs such as completions.
The RLC further asserted that benchmarking provided standards and affected the
expectations for research performance.
They stressed the importance of commitment to doing research, which
was demanding and went with personal sacrifice. The RLC also highlighted the
importance of PhD completions in research performance and their role in that. The
following quotations illustrate the RLC’s experiences of these aspects at ANRU:
“You cannot spend your whole work week doing research, …. I actually
think [it] … happens with some personal sacrifice” (R22, 21/09/16)
“[doing] research is really a hard drive If you want to compete
internationally … you really do need to be committed to this [Conducting
Research]” (R28, 30/10/18)
“for research performance to improve, so increasing … the time to
completions” (R24, 09/11/16)
“try to reduce attrition showing good completions and grow numbers. And
we support the [academic department] in doing that” (R28, 30/10/18).
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The RLC reported that research performance standards might be set low.
They commented on the importance of standards, how achieving these standards
were supported, how it influenced student choices and the opportunities that doing
research create for researchers. RLC asserted that:
“our goal is to - for research performance to improve, increasing … the
average number of publications produced … the amount of income, the
time to completion. Which I think, are actually set at a fairly low level, and
it - from my [academic department]'s perspective, I think it is actually a low
target” (R24, 09/11/16)
“they [students] care [in choosing ANRU] about overall research rankings
and benchmark kind of things” (R23, 08/12/16)
“It [research opportunities] is just such an exciting way to see the world
through academic careers” (R29, 25/10/18)
“we look for publication opportunities grant writing and that kind of thing”
(R29, 25/10/18).
Some of the RLC thought that the difference in the academic departments
research profiles and contexts was not acknowledged in the expectations for
research performance. RLC members also mentioned that it could not be expected
from all researchers to deliver on the same standard given the differences in their
environment; furthermore, it is the role of leaders to encourage these researchers.
They indicated:
“the difference needs to be kept into the understanding and the modelling
and the reports that are run, … it is not sensible to expect a [specific
academic department] with this profile to perform as well as a [another
academic department] with quite a different … a higher profile” (R22,
21/09/16)
“here are not research-active people and probably not going to be
research-active given the workloads or the environment or something like
that. I think it is then the [leader] have a role in encouraging those staff”
(R30, 26/01/2019).
A second contributing aspect to Conducting Research (B4) was published
research with aspects such as the research environment, competitiveness, impact
of publications and how these related aspects affected research strategies to
improve research production. The strategies that supported publications within high
impact journals were seen as powerful strategies in supporting the ANRU goals.
Not all members of the RLC were satisfied with how research output comparisons
between academic departments were made.
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Experiences shared by the RLC were as follows:
“I am not picking on humanities or performing arts … go for [providing
support to] some areas that are really interested in doing the research”
(R28, 30/10/18)
“we have had the carrot for too long, and there has not been a stick. So,
you know, when …, you have got X number of people who have not
published anything for six years, well somebody should have been
appalled about [that] four years ago” (R22, 21/09/16)
“how are you going to be competitive when you are competing with people
who do work seven days a week …, different approaches and getting
different mentoring. … [if they] have a 50 per cent or more chance of
getting the internal funding. … [they] go for that rather than have to
compete externally … because that is that much tougher” (R29, 25/10/18).
The RLC experience was that some areas did better in publications than
others with specific reference to PhD outputs and the difficulty that senior leaders
might have had in conducting research. Other areas did not produce the expected
publications from a 30% workload allocation. RLC members asserted that:
“Those [natural sciences] publish like crazy. So, this year we will pull out
4, 5, 6 publications in their PhDs and all of their thesis are by publication”
(R28, 30/10/18)
“Most [researchers] are not doing 30% [workload allocated] research, and
they are certainly not producing publications” (R21, 28/11/16)
“maintained their own research programs and then have an additional line
of credibility to be successful in their own research sphere” (R30,
26/01/2019).
The RLC thought that more mentoring that drives high impact
engagement, achieved publication in high impact journals and applied publication
strategies and knowledge was necessary to ensure large numbers of high-quality
publications. They stated:
“there is a need for more mentoring more push towards impact
engagement and high impact journals” (R28, 30/10/18)
“[those that] had good HDR productivity [publications] whilst they were
students … were more likely to be successful in another five years’ time”
(R30, 26/01/2019)
“bring someone back on a postdoc … two years you do not have to teach.
Do your research write your papers write and apply for grants and start to
train up students that kind of thing” (R29, 25/10/18).
The RLC descriptions of what was expected in publishing research, the
circumstances under which those publications were produced, and strategies for
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increasing high impact publications comprised the category Conducting Research
(B4).
The RLC also shared their experience of leadership and work structures.
They explained how that drove the institutionalised work structures through
institutional leadership.

6.4.5

Institutional Leadership (B5) Category
Institutional Leadership (B5) was the fifth category in the theme Work

Context (B). Institutional Leadership (B5) described how the RLC experienced
leadership, which shaped research and provided the appropriate work structure to
facilitate research performance. Figure 6.10 depicts the taxonomy of the
Institutional Leadership (B5) category.

Figure 6.10: Taxonomy: Leaders Institutional Leadership (B5) Category
According to the RLC, research leadership might have been provided in
policies but was less evident in practice, such as appointments. The vision was
clear; however, more needed to be done to enact the vision. The importance of
strategic decisions and allocations of research funding were stressed.
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Furthermore, decisions such as the drive to appoint more professors, constant
change, including leadership appointments and exacerbated expectations, vis-à-vis
the lack of resources that made work structures more complicated, were
questioned. These issues were viewed as validated in the case of duplication of
process, systems and practices
In respect of research leadership, vision and strategy, the RLC reported
the following:
“The success of our University leaders in those national discussions and
national forums and having influence as an institution” (R22, 21/09/16)
“the written vision from the Vice Chancellor's lips is straight out ‘growth
and quality’ … to increase research quality and numbers of PhDs” (R28,
30/10/18)
“for us, it was actually putting a vision in place and a vision about …
supporting informing, inspiring researchers” (R29, 25/10/16)
“to work out whether in all of our strategic allocations for our research
funding we might get an early warning sign that the money we are putting
into X or Y was it, was not generating the dividends, and so it could be put
into other research-related purposes” (R30, 26/01/2019).
The RLC mentioned aspects such as the lack of leadership in process
changes and not mandating strategies that should have supported research
performance as hindrances to improvement. Some RLC members believed that not
all academics were aware of and understand what support and resources were
available; those who were aware, made good use of it. The RLC provided
reflections about leadership, support for change, expectations towards resources,
and accountability decisions on aspects such as finance procedures. These
included:
“mandate the publication [of an article] for every PhD … if I push that
change, I think it would increase the research performance because most
supervisors would jointly publish in this” (R28, 30/10/18)
“finding out what [resources] they need to be able to manage the research
resource into their [academic department] and trying to make sure [a
decision] that that is made available” (R30, 26/01/2019)
“… we do still have that responsibility for compliance” (R29, 25/10/18)
“There is certainly duplication in - and also, a range of different parts of a
process that need to be dealt with by different service centres. … I think
[the impact] can be quite detrimental [in aspects such as role confusion
and role clarity]” (R24, 09/11/16).
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A second aspect that contributed to Institutional Leadership (B5) was
institutionalised work structures. Some RLC members claimed that several aspects
convoluted the work structure that institutionalised research at ANRU. The
misalignment in central decisions and those of academic departments were
reported. Aspects such as decisions about; structures, policies, systems, and
practices such as appointments were taken without due consideration for the
context. Leaders noted that appointing people with a research profile could make a
difference in ANRU’s research performance.
The RLC experienced decisions about structures as detrimental to their
roles and the student experience; however, some changes were viewed as helpful.
They provided comments such as:
“it [changing staff reporting lines] was a huge mistake. You know it is very
inefficient. So, I had some of that look, but everyone keeps coming to us
for questions. Student services grabbed three of my staff it has been very,
very difficult getting them back. It is confusing very confusing for the staff,
the students, for everyone students always come to us” (R28, 30/10/18)
“having a range of centres involved in what is a core activity [PhD
research] of the university, I think it - can be quite detrimental [in that role
confusion and role clarity impact on a seamless student experience]”
(R24, 09/11/16)
“make the [academic departments] answerable to [an academic research
service] is a decision, which I also have a problem with” (R23, 08/12/16)
“we pushed … a lot of change but that way we have been implementing a
lot of structure and support for PhD students” (R28, 30/10/18).
The RLC explained that policy is a necessary component of governance
and necessary to meet obligations, but they are not always known, appreciated,
clear and readily available. They provided the following examples:
“everything in my world and everything I know is a rule of policy on
everything” (R28, 30/10/18)
“I would like to think our policies support the entire framework within the
University” (R29, 25/10/18)
“The thing is they do not know about them [policies and guidelines] until
they need them - until something goes wrong. So, it is our job to educate
them there are policies, and I can find them if I need them” (R29,
25/10/18)
“it is just like the letter of the law. … we have just been compliant with the
federal agency requirements analytics is state-based” (R29, 25/10/18)
“implemented mandatory supervisor training because you know legally,
we have an obligation to have supervised our students. … compulsory
every two years, which made things even worse” (R28, 30/10/18)
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“What should be in policy what should be guidelines and what should be a
procedure. We need a consistent way of actually writing rules and policy
about anything you do” (R28, 30/10/18).
While some RLC members defended some of the processes, systems and
practices at ANRU, notably those that safeguard ANRU against malpractices,
others believed that some of these processes, systems and practices contributed
to research inefficiencies. The RLC claimed that:
“I think that there has been a range of procedures that have affected
research, … the processes associated with the various tasks, and the
duplications and the inefficiencies in some of those areas” (R24, 09/11/16)
“we need to have more clear processes around what to do if you have got
a whinge or a concern or you know a legitimate complaint to do anything.
How to make that a more transparent process” (R29, 25/10/18)
“it was the only piece of software at that point that actually displayed stuff
that came from [three different internal systems]. … register for
compliance which supplied [reporting information]. Yeah, that was really
good” (R28, 30/10/18)
“We are stuck with these systems … university executives do not want to
invest in anything new” (R29, 25/10/18)
“We have imported recruited some people at the E level. This is the
professorial recruitment drive. I think that is [practice] been a little bit too
shotgunned, scattergun” (R29, 25/10/18).
Institutional leadership was crucial in leading towards the vision with
sound strategies and decisions accompanied by the necessary resources. The
vision, strategy and decisions were also seen as instrumental for creating and
stabilising a transparent, institutionalised environment that supports research
performance.
The vision, strategy and decisions leadership made within a specific
context that institutionalised structures, systems, and practices which affected the
RLC’s research leadership, and their research activity described the category
Institutional Leadership (B5).
Institutional leadership, together with the other categories described in the
work context, could also influence the research climate and culture described next.

6.4.6

Research Climate and Culture (B6) Category
The last category in the Work Context (B) theme was Research Climate

and Culture (B6), which describes the atmosphere within which research activity
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was conducted, supported, and experienced by the RLC as the climate and culture
of DOH, DOS, and ANRU.
The RLC reported an overall conducive culture and to a lesser extent, a
conducive climate for research. While bureaucratic processes, diverse
perspectives from different backgrounds, and the demands of teaching and service
stifled a research culture, research was supported, and a visible change towards a
research performance culture was experienced. The RLC viewed a research
climate as public recognition of research effort, visible research activity, and
communication that encourages research performance. These aspects set the
experience of a research culture and climate at ANRU. Figure 6.11 depicts the
taxonomy of the Research Climate and Culture (B6) category.

Figure 6.11: Taxonomy: Leaders Research Climate and Culture (B6) Category
The RLC believed the research climate had improved and was supportive
but was still not right. The research climate was stifled by a lack of recognition for
the effort to generate research outputs. This effort was not matched by reward
structures such as the RAI with research activity points. While the research was
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not substantial, it was encouraged, and an active research environment could likely
support research performance. The RLC commented:
“[I] came into a climate where the research was not strong at all - it was
certainly encouraged, so I think that there's the recognition within that
[research activity] scheme that quality is important … but I think the low
target sort of minimising; it reduces that [expected climate] facilitation
process” (R24, 09/11/16)
“find a decent space … as a … research room where your brain flips to
research, it's about mindset and culture” (R22, 21/09/16)
“having a research-active environment facilitates that [research
performance], because you have colleagues that are at a similar sort of
level, and a similar sort of passion again” (R24, 09/11/16).
Some RLC members were further of the opinion that ANRU did not
provide a climate with the necessary research leadership towards publications and
or leadership communication that supported research performance as evidenced
by the following quotations:
“[managers/leaders] were wanting people to do research, but there was
no real research leadership guidance, in terms of publications vessels”
(R23, 08/12/16)
“it [climate] comes down to communication from the [Academic
Department Heads] because … they’re ones that ultimately have
responsibility for the largest single amount of money spent on research.
And that's staff salaries” (R30, 26/01/2019)
“head of [a particular academic department] that had never done … any
other research, it was a very different climate” (R21, 28/11/16).
The RLC experienced, that while an optimum research culture did not
exist, a visible change towards a research culture was taking place. Research
culture was mentioned as the differentiator between academic departments’
research performance. Aspects that hampered research performance were given
as the practice, amongst others: to publish in low impact forums, inflexible time
schedules, bureaucratic processes, level of support, magnified research image,
risk aversion and a lack of trust, research space, lack of career planning from
researchers, and diverse research backgrounds.
The RLC’s experience of the research culture was mainly positive with a
real appreciation of the impact of good research culture. The following quotations
illustrate how aspects such as culture and practice were experienced:
“It's a cultural thing. I said that the four [academic departments] are
publishing like crazy, look humanities are not so strong” (R28, 30/10/18)
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“It has to be about culture … people think they're better than what they
really are” (R29, 25/10/18)
“because they're in one [academic department] with no funding and yet
they see others in other [academic department] being well supported. And
that then starts to generate I think a cultural division” (R29, 25/10/16)
“the thing that they [HDR students] find least appealing … is the lack of
research culture the expectation … to be in a more in a more active
enriching self-enriching research environment” (R30, 26/01/2019)
“staff want to keep publishing [practice] in rubbish conferences. I may not
have done it initially, but I'm certainly going to make sure that no one else
makes the same mistake. It's just too hard to undo” (R23, 08/12/16)
“I think people go ‘I've been here long enough I think it's time I got a
promotion’ [practice] and put their application in without really planning for
it [a career]” (R29, 25/10/18).
The RLC also reported that some processes were rather bureaucratic.
There was also a lack of standardised practices and issues associated with
recruiting researchers from different backgrounds resulting in differences in
expectations. Their experiences were described as follows:
“there was a lot of unnecessary red tape created from a lack of trust of
academic staff and risk aversion” (R23, 08/12/16)
“Listening to researchers, we needed to streamline paperwork and
bureaucracy. … it is that balance between our responsibilities [for]
compliance work particularly legislative matters versus trying to make life
as easy as possible for the researchers” (R29, 25/10/18)
“But that's tough because the [academic departments] have autonomy
there is nothing centralised, [academic departments] make the decision on
that” (R28, 30/10/18)
“the only challenge in [this academic department is that] you've got a lot of
people who come from - largely from other institutions” (R23, 08/12/16).
According to the RLC, the main inhibitors of a conducive research
performance culture and climate were insufficient communication, bureaucratic
processes, poor collaboration between researchers from diverse backgrounds, a
lack of recognition of research efforts and low standards for research outputs.
Espoused support for research was viewed as a significant visible contributor to
research culture. The RLC thus experienced practices of insufficient
communication, bureaucratic processes, poor collaboration, a lack of recognition
and low standards with the contrasting espoused support for research as
comprising the ANRU Climate and Culture (B6) category.
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In summary, the Work Context (B) theme was constituted from six
categories namely: Financial Resources (B1), Work Content (B2), Internal
Capability (B3), Conducting Research (B4), Institutional Leadership (B5), and
Research Climate and Culture (B6). The theme described those aspects, from the
internal ANRU environment, which had a direct impact on the RLC and academics’
work and directly or indirectly affected their contribution to research performance.
As could be expected, the aggregated data from three different pools
namely: Leaders from research specific Centralised Support and Leadership
Services, as well as the Leaders from academic departments (represented by DOH
and DOS) provided different perspectives of the Work Context (B) theme. The
Financial Resources (B1) aspect, in respect of the availability of funds, posed
some of the starker contradictions. The CSRL provided insights into how they
attempted to invest funding fairly in initiatives that would make researchers more
competitive to acquire external funding. However, from an academic department
perspective, funding was a scarce commodity, although some RLC members
indicated there was sufficient funding. Comments supporting the contradictory
information and the possible explanation were:
“The experience is that the - there's been a lot of support in terms of
financial support” (R24, 09/11/16)
“simply said they [ANRU Executive] don't want to invest in anything new”
(R29, 25/10/18)
“[your] research performance…. is why you're not getting grants … you
are not competitive” (R29, 25/10/18)
“There are researchers [that] also feel that they are treated differently
between [academic departments] some … will provide internal funding
schemes [some] will provide resources …. Other have no money, and
they provide nothing” (R29, 25/10/18)
“So, it [research output] always comes back to that money issue …. it has
to be more than just about money. It has to be about culture” (R29,
25/10/18).
As evidenced, within the results of each category, the RLC employed
strategies such as acquiring and providing funding, providing collaboration
opportunities, develop researcher capability, improving HDR completions, growing
HDR student numbers and adjusting the workplace that was aimed at supporting
researchers’ work context and facilitated research performance.
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The individual academic’s work context affected the academic’s personal
context and vice versa, and both these contexts were influenced by and, to a
lesser extent, had an influence on the external context.

6.5

External Context (C) Theme
The External Context (C) theme described how the RLC experienced the

impact of the community, national, and the international context on research
performance at ANRU and what strategies they used within the external context to
improve ANRU’s research performance. Figure 6.12 depicts the taxonomy of the
External Context (C) theme.

Figure 6.12: Taxonomy: Leaders External Context (C) Theme
The External Context (C) theme emerged from the data in the form of how
the community, the national and the international views and agendas affected the
RLC’s contribution to research performance at ANRU.
An overview of this theme indicated the extent to which the RLC believed
in the value of collaboration and partnerships with industries and students. They
were of the view that students, and most importantly, HDR students, viewed
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universities with higher rankings than ANRU’s as more reputable to attend. The
RLC further claimed that the National impact on ANRU’s research performance
was through government agencies’ agendas and decisions, a non-vibrant economy
and geographical isolation. They were also of the opinion that international
agendas, global partnerships and communities affected ANRU’s research
performance.
The RLC reported specific strategies to minimise the impact of the
external context and thus benefit ANRU. Their strategies were synthesised into
four main streams, namely to:
•

build researchers’ research and collaboration skills;

•

explore, identify and target opportunities for partnerships and relationships
to increase research opportunities and ANRU’s reputation;

•

seek and provide research funding; and,

•

attract and enrolled international students, who could be future
international collaborators.

Evidence of these strategies is presented below within the descriptions of the
following categories that comprised the External Context (C) theme.

6.5.1

National Impact (C1) Category
National Impact (C1) described those aspects that affected research

performance based on government agencies’ direction and decisions, which
influenced research direction. Also, whether the collaboration had a positive
influence on ANRU’s research performance. However, geographical isolation had a
negative influence on ANRU’s research performance, according to the RLC. Figure
6.13 depicts the taxonomy of the National Impact (C1) category.
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Figure 6.13: Taxonomy: Leaders National Impact (C1) Category
The RLC reported that the national impact had been felt through
government and government agencies, implemented through government
programs and funding, which influenced research behaviour and performance.
They also claimed that collaboration with other universities supports research
endeavours, but the geographical location of ANRU fostered isolation and inhibited
prospects.
The RLC described national impact in respect of government, government
agencies and course standards for accreditation through the following statements:
“We are often at the whim of the national government - the federal
government, without a doubt they decide where their funds are going and
decide how much money is going into the NHMRC” (R29, 25/10/18)
“the federal government is cutting back on - on the various schemes that
it's had in terms of funding” (R24, 09/11/16)
“TEQSA, through the standards statements. … it really set that area back
when it came to be developing a research culture” (R30, 26/01/2019).
The RLC further reported that ANRU’s collaboration, such as assisted
reviews facilitated research performance. Collaborations not only build
relationships and opportunities, but it also raised ANRU’s profile, as shown by the
following references:
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“collaborate with, … the Ops manager for [another university] came to
stay we've had [other universities many times. I've been asked to do a
review of what [another university] do … you see what they're doing, and
that helps inform them” (R28, 30/10/18)
“Other departments … we try to have really good relationships with
philanthropic organisations try to develop relationships with them and
raise our profile about what we can do to work with them” (R29, 25/10/18).
The RLC also claimed ANRU’s geographical location resulted in isolation
that hindered our research performance. This claim was based on the argument
that isolation made it difficult to attend and collaborate with fellow Australian
researchers due to distance and related costs. Claims were as follows:
“it's such an isolated location and such a long way from everything. Being
on the wrong side of the country doesn't help” (R23, 08/12/16)
What I have found is that because of that [location] … researchers don't
get up and get over to [other] states” (R29, 25/10/18).
In summary, RLC believed that Government influence and the
geographical location that resulted in isolation affected their research performance,
mostly, negatively. Collaboration, conversely, provided insights and partnerships
and could result in costs savings through cost-sharing.
The impact that the Australian Government had, together with those of
national collaboration opportunities and geographical isolation, formed the National
Impact (C1) category.
The second category that contributed to the External Context (C) theme is
described next as International Impact (C2).

6.5.2

International Impact (C2) Category
The International Impact (C2) category described those international

aspects that shaped international agendas, global partnership, and economic
influence that provided research opportunities and research direction. Figure 6.14
depicts the taxonomy of the International Impact (C2) category.
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Figure 6.14: Taxonomy: Leaders International Impact (C2) Category
The RLC reported that International Impact (C2) was evident in the
impacts of international competition, global partnerships, and economic
circumstances on ANRU’s research performance. They noted that international
events, and the insights gained from global partnerships and international
collaboration provided increased opportunities for improved research quality and
impact.
International competition was mainly seen from the perspective of the
quality research, publications, and skills with which ANRU could not compete. RLC
members stated:
“You know there's so much good research that comes out of China that
we can't compete with” (R28, 30/10/18)
“how are you going to be competitive when you're competing with people
[with] different [work] approaches and getting different mentoring” (R29,
25/10/18).
International partnerships and collaborations were seen as essential to
improve the quality of research and research outputs and the impact of research;
and, it also helped to improve the University reputation in the community. In this
regard, the RLC stated:
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“[partnership] happening with our reasonable significant … postgraduate
student population, as a government initiative, that's paying for them to
get a higher degree go back and improve their own system” (R22,
21/09/16)
“the collaboration, particularly at the international level, will benefit our
research quality, and - and research outputs as well” (R24, 09/11/16)
“data that show the publications that have international collaboration in the
authorship list … illustrate the reason [improved publication opportunity
and impact] why … collaboration and international collaboration in
particular” (R30, 26/01/2019).
While the global economic downturn impacted funding opportunities,
international collaboration in research initiatives saved costs. The RLC quoted:
“… the economic downturn globally has had an effect [on funding]” (R24,
09/11/16)
“you increase the international collaboration, and you cut the potential cost
in half if you have leverage funding from other institutions” (R30,
26/01/2019).
The category, International Impact (C2), was viewed as the opportunities
to have collaborated with international researchers, which, apart from playing a
significant role in funding opportunities, could improve impact and build a
reputation through these international partnerships.
In summary of the external context, RLC explained that the communities
external to ANRU served together with international events and agendas to
contribute to their research performance, and these influences comprised the
theme External Context (C). These aspects provided research opportunities,
collaboration, and partnerships with international researchers. On the contrary, the
RLC’s experience of the State and the broader economic climate was that they
stifled opportunities that could have resulted in generating funds for research. The
RLC illustrated the exacerbated impact of the national context with the thinking that
a lack of research reputation affected funding through grants, as well as income
from international HDR students. On the other hand, the RLC viewed HDR
students’ publications as an opportunity that could impact research performance
directly; and indirectly through the marketing of ANRU in their home countries.
As demonstrated, within the results of each category, for the external context the
RLC employed strategies that aimed at supporting researchers with research and
collaboration skills, improving ANRU’s reputation through research partnerships,
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funding strategies and increase international student enrolments who could then
become future partners.

6.5.3

Community Impact (C3) Category
The third category that contributed to the External Context (C) theme was

Community Impact (C3).
Community Impact (C3) described those communal
and reputational aspects that influenced research at ANRU.
Figure 6.15 depicts the Community Impact (C3) category
taxonomy.

Figure 6.15: Taxonomy: Leaders Community Impact (C3) Category
The RLC asserted that their research benefitted the community and
society, mainly through their partnership and collaboration with universities and
industry. They reported that ANRU has a strong reputation for its positive inputs to
the community, which benefitted its industry partners. However, they also claimed
that the impact that ANRU has on the community was not recognised in reward
systems such as the RAI and ANRU award system, which awards points towards
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research funding. The reason for not awarding RAI points, which impacted their
funding and eventually reputation as a researcher, was because community impact
is not allocated any distinct metric at the national level.
The following claims illustrated the impact of these community aspects on
ANRU's research performance:
“targeting high impact journals, really thinking about impact in society,
what's the benefit to the greater good” (R28, 30/10/18)
“with my seed funding, outcomes [improved, as external partners] and
[we] then apply for external funding [so] I'm more competitive” (R29,
25/10/18)
“go there, look for like-mindedness, what their [industry’s] problems are,
what's keeping them awake at night so that you can then start to offer
them some options around potential solutions” (R29, 25/10/18).
RLC further asserted that ANRU did not have a strong reputation within
the research community or amongst prospective HDR students. This reputation
aspect was impacted by rankings because of prejudices and the recognition of
ANRU’s research outputs and researchers in ranking surveys. Prospective HDR
students used ranking systems to determine universities of choice and institutions
with lower rankings such ANRU could miss the investment opportunity from these
students. RLC members believed reputation, and subsequently, income was
impacted by aspects such as reputation and prejudice. They expressed this as
follows:
“we're [ANRU], and from a reputational perspective that's a challenge for
everybody undertaking research in the University” (R23, 08/12/16)
“evidence of where the development of research [ANRU] was hampered
by an external prejudice. … in the form of an ARC assessor's report: ‘The
investigator is very promising, and the only thing is that this person
belongs at the University of [X] not at [ANRU]’. … the project was not
supported” (R30, 26/01/19)
“a negative view about [ANRU]. … even [if] it was relatively uncommon
that could influence the success the University was going to have on
recruiting people that were going to help to build its research culture”
(R30, 26/01/19)
"Well, we can't [compete for HDR students] because of the Indonesians
[that go] for GO8 universities, so it has an impact on me. So, the Chinese
they're very status-conscious though generally target the more prestigious
universities” (R28, 30/10/18).
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Also, aspects such as ranking and recognition further affected the
reputation and subsequently funding through grants, aspect. The RLC asserted
that:
“Something like 30% of that grade that we're given, and which then leads
into what ranking we are, is around reputation. That then drives your field.
Citation impact drives your h index, which lifts them all and the higher
[they are], the better” (R29, 25/10/18)
“it is a competitive world out there. And so long as we don't have a voice
on the eastern seaboard when our grants are reviewed by grant review
panels if they don't know you, they've got no reason to champion you”
(R29, 25/10/18)
“I certainly saw elements of it both inside and outside the university where
people didn't see it [ANRU] as the great institution that it is” (R30,
26/01/2019).
The RLC’s experience of research at ANRU from a community
perspective was that the research benefited the industry and communities, but that
its impact is not recognised on a national level. On the contrary, it was claimed that
by other RLC members that the research community had a bias against ANRU and
did not recognise the quality of research, which affected their own and ANRU’s
reputation. The reputation, according to RLC members, consequently affected the
ability to acquire grants and influenced rankings, which in turn affected the ability to
attract potential PhD students. In particular, the views of assessors’ rating of grant
applications impacted negatively on research performed at the University and thus
research reputation.
Thus, the communities that are external to ANRU and the impact of those
views on ANRU’s, and the RLC’s, reputation influenced research performance at
the University comprised the category Community Impact (C3).

6.6

Experienced Emotions
Emotions derived from the RLC transcribed texts contributed to ‘Leader

experience’ themes as listed in Table 6.1.
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Table 6.1: Leaders Shared Emotions
Open Codes: Emotions
Negative

Positive

Adamant

Acceptance

Encouraging

Concern

Achieve

Engaged

Frustration

Agency

Exciting

Obligation

Belief

Happy

Pain

Care

Hope

Prejudice

Comfort

Inspiring

Rubbish

Committed

Passion

Worry

Desire

Positive
Want

From Table 6.1, it is evident that the RLC presented 100% more positive
emotions than negative ones. These emotions were mostly shared with a calm
demeanour and were linked to their own and academics’ roles. Negative emotions
were mostly from the Associate Dean Leaders who stressed how they perceived
the reasons for underperformance, described as excuses, in research outputs from
academics. The composite feelings from the negative emotions could be described
as frustrated, genuinely concerned and or feeling forced to comply. However,
positive emotions signified highly engaged, well-motivated, and envisioning RLC.
These emotions also led to specific actions, see the inserted figure under each
theme 6.7.1 to 6.7.3.3 for the related experiences, where applicable.

6.7

Summary of Findings
The structure for this section is as follows: a summary of the three

Themes Personal Context (A), Work Context (B), and External Context (C).

6.7.1

Personal Context (A) Theme
A descriptor of the Personal Context (A) theme has been provided in

subsection 6.3. Underdeveloped knowledge of what a competitive researcher
profile looks like created false self-knowledge for some academics. This lack of
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insight led to them resisting opportunities to improve the necessary interpersonal
and intrapersonal skills needed for competitive research performance.

6.7.1.1 Personal Profile (A1)
All academics were not well informed about what is expected from the role
of a career academic. Neither were they all aware of the capabilities and
characteristics needed to fulfil the research aspect of the role. Hence, they
misjudged their competency levels, the career planning needed, resisted change
strategies that will make them competitive researchers.

6.7.1.2 Leaders’ Interactions (A2)
A general lack of interaction with other internal and external academics
hampered the research opportunity potential of academics. Stifled Interaction was
not only due to a lack of interpersonal skills, geographical isolation and work
content but also contributed to the lack of collaboration.

6.7.2

Work Context (B) Theme
The descriptor for the Work Context (B) theme has been provided in

subsection 6.4. There were differences amongst the RLC of the impact of the Work
Content (B2) category, and mainly so around funding and support rendered and
received, in respect of research performance. It was clear that the ANRU work
context in general, notwithstanding a supportive espoused research climate, did
not support a research culture that could magnify rapid research performance.

6.7.2.1 Financial Resources (B1)
While Government funding declined, the RLC acknowledged that the
equitable allocation of limited disposable income for research purposes was
challenging. With teaching as a main priority, it attracted the most budget
allocations and disciplines operating costs differed. Academics at ANRU were not
all aware of the availability of upfront funding, and others were not competitive
enough to acquire for example category one grants. ANRU’s funding operating
model concerned members of the RLC and requires improved promotion and
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equitable allocations of funding for research in order for the University to be
competitive.

6.7.2.2 Work Content (B2)
The psychological contract of academics required teaching, research, and
service responsibilities. However, formal contract and specifically the workload
allocations did not mirror the psychological contract and more specifically, the
workload model and resulted in less available research time. The RLC thought that
appointment contracts, workload models and workload allocations should
realistically mirror the constraints in the workplace.

6.7.2.3 Environmental Capability (B3)
The internal perceived lack of reputation of researchers together with a
lack of integrated eSystems, notably in the research performance domain,
hampered research outputs and performance. Academics were unaware of the
reputation of colleagues and eSystems and support to academics should be
optimised to ensure academics’ growth opportunities, knowledge about ANRU
researchers’ research profiles that will lead to competitive research performance.

6.7.2.4 Conducting Research (B4)
Albeit that the research expectation standard was viewed as relatively low,
it was still not perceived as equitable across schools. Given the personal context of
some Academics, the total context in which they fulfil their roles, and the very
competitive external environment, the high level of research expectations from
academics at ANRU might be too early across the board for a Young University.

6.7.2.5 Institutional Leadership (B5)
It is expected from ANRU’s leaders to make a more visible significant
impact on the National Level and ensure that internal strategies and decisions
drive an institutionalised environment that enhances research efficiencies.
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6.7.2.6 Research Climate and Culture (B6)
While the espoused support for research supported a research climate,
sufficient institutionalised practices were not implemented and or maintained to
create a sound research performance culture.

6.7.3

External Context (C) Theme
A descriptor of the External Context (C) theme has been provided in

subsection 6.5. The external context inhibited ANRU's research performance in
that community impact was not acknowledged. This lack of acknowledgement
contributed to a lack of reputation and together with isolation inhibited broader
collaboration on national and international levels which in turn impacted on funding
opportunities. On the other hand, Global perspectives guided thought leadership
and opportunities for international collaboration.

6.7.3.1 Community Impact (C3)
The lack of a robust research reputation impacted on acquiring
prospective HDR students and grants, while the considerable impact on
communities was not recognised for rewards as it was not a distinct metric at the
National level. The community impact context, in respect of the lack of reputation
and acknowledgement of the positive impact on the community, inhibited
researchers’ funding opportunities which could facilitate improved research
performance.

6.7.3.2 National Impact (C1)
From a national context, Government decisions on funding and standards
as well as remote geographical location stifled collaboration and impacted
negatively on academics’ research performance.

6.7.3.3 International Impact (C2)
While the International context dominated the national impact, especially
in funding allocations, it also posed a stricter competitive environment for ANRU
academics, which together with an economic downturn hampered research
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performance. On the other hand, the International context allowed for research
opportunities and cost-cutting collaboration initiatives which facilitated research
performance.

6.8

Chapter Summary
The central Leader’s sample: that is CSRL, the DOH and the DOS, was

heterogeneous because of the same internal, but vastly diverse contexts in which
they worked. These three contexts encompass different strategic and operational
objectives, academic disciplines, and thus viewpoints on research foci, as well as
roles to play in research performance at ANRU. However, despite the disparity in
some instances in the various contexts, a clear synergy in the themes and
categories surfaced.
The main experiences of research from the RLC at ANRU were centred
around the difficulty of introducing strategies to improve research performance and
hinged very strongly on the contextual factors. Within the Personal Context (A)
theme, aspects such as resistance to change, the researchers’ research identity, a
seeming lack of skills and characteristics such as the understanding or willingness
to collaborate and obtain broader external experiences emerged. Factors from the
personal context such as Academic Interaction affected the Work Context (B)
theme with aspects such as a lack of internal collaboration.
Within the Work Context (B) theme, the disparate functional groupings,
power play, funding, processes, and the lack of or insufficient infrastructure such
as E-Systems did not assist Leader’s endeavours. Also, these hampering factors
from the Work Context (B) theme were experienced, seemingly, as contributors to
the lack of a vigorous research culture.
The External Context (C) theme contributed to research performance in
the form of research outputs that were not achieved if communities did not seek
and form research partnerships, which in turn affected ANRUs’ research
performance. The geographical location of ANRU affected reputation in that
academics and their work are not that well known in the other states of Australia,
which impacted the allocation of grants by Australian Government bodies. The
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effect of isolation was exacerbated by the cost to visit other institutions,
conferences, and meetings that affected external collaboration. A lower than
desired Academic’s reputation and that of ANRU diminished opportunities for
obtaining grants and external collaboration.
Strategies employed by RLC at ANRU are summarised as communicating
a strong vision with specific goals such as reducing attrition of students, increased
completions of HDR degrees, growth of student numbers and targets for
publications. Mandatory supervisory training and skills building in career planning,
interaction opportunities for collaboration as well as to understand their
competitiveness was introduced. Strategic research funding was used to enhance
collaboration and provide scholarships. The RLC attempted to create an
infrastructure that supported an immersive environment for research performance
and access to building research relationships. Influential thought leaders and
review panellists were invited to provide lectures, and ANRU achievements were
showcased. In individual Academic departments, the workload allocations of those
researchers who performed per, and more than, the expected research output
standards were adjusted to carry more research and less teaching. Supporting the
strategy staff members who were better suited to teaching were encouraged to
take on larger teaching loads. There was also an increased sense of appointing
academics, with a correctly matched profile to the suitable position, and a specific
drive on professors with a good research record. Cross academic department,
national and international collaboration were supported to acquire funding for
research with high impact that builds an external reputation. The RLC, however,
indicated that the building of research culture is more important than money, but
that all strategies needed funding, with the idea of tracking the return on
investment. Omnipresent strategy themes could be summarised as developing
research and collaboration skills, opportunities for interaction and collaboration,
and acquiring and distribution of research funds.
The findings of ANRU’s RLC contribution supported the notion, which
emerged from the departmental analysis. That notion postulates that research
performance effectiveness depends on the context from within and surrounding the
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individual’s context. This particular context is their capacity, capability, and
willingness towards research performance.
The next chapter covers the third quantifiable research question for all
three of the participant subgroups, namely: DOH, DOS and RLC. Chapter 7
provides the quantitative results explicitly from a survey conducted through
Qualtrics and in hardcopy. An expansion on the methodology for the survey,
available in Chapter 3, and results of the survey data, namely the three factors that
facilitated and the three factors that hampered research performance the most at
ANRU, are provided next in Chapter 7.
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Chapter 7: Ranking the Importance of Contextual
Factors

7.1

Introduction
Chapter 6 reported the leaders’ lived experience of factors that affected

research performance at ANRU. This Chapter addresses the third research
question namely: which of these contextual factors do research leaders and
researchers perceive to have the most facilitating or hampering influence on
research performance at Another New Research University (ANRU)? This Chapter
also reports the ranking of factors by Academic Departments, RLC and different
appointment levels. As such, these data help to answer the second research
question by providing further insights into how different appointment levels and
disciplines vary in their perceived experiences of contextual factors’ effect on
research performance.
To determine the relative importance of the contextual factors, participants
were requested to rank order the factors on a Qualtrics questionnaire. This dataset
was analysed from this questionnaire (see Appendix 7.1) to identify the three most
facilitating and the three most hampering factors of research performance at
ANRU. Themes and categories/factors in text passages are discernible as italic
font.
This Chapter is organised into six sections: an overview of the quantitative
data phase, participants, method, analysis, results, and a summary.

7.2

Overview of the Quantitative Data Phase
The purpose of the survey was to determine which factors identified from

the interviews enabled or constrained research performance the most. Eleven
categories, which represent the 11 factors that affected research performance at
ANRU, emerged from the analysis. These 11 factors were used to construct the
survey instrument. The factor labels and definitions obtained from interview data
and used in the survey are represented in Table 7.1. The alphanumerical codes in
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the table denoted the themes (alphabetical code), and the factors (numerical code)
that comprised the theme.

Table 7.1: Survey Factor Labels and Definitions
A1

Researcher's Individual Profile comprises those attributes, emotions, traits,
behaviours, and the individual's personal circumstances that impact on the
Academic’s research performance.

A2

Academics’ Interaction is those collaborations researchers view as
opportunities to learn, showcase their research and finding research
opportunities which impact on the Academic’s research performance.

B1

Financial Resources describe what affect the availability and utilisation of
various types of monetary aspects have in the research domain.

B2

Work Content describes what internal job-related factors impact on
work/lifestyle activities and the Academic’s research performance.

B3

Environmental Capability constitutes those aspects inherent to the
environment that impact on the Academic’s research performance.

B4

Conducting Research constitutes those factors throughout the research
process from the expectation to do research through to the reception of the
reward for publishing that impact the outcome of the Academic’s research
performance.

B5

Institutional Leadership constitutes those directional and governance aspects
introduced by the Institution and researcher leadership that impact on the
Academic’s research performance.

B6

Research Climate and Culture are those conditions that constitute the way
and atmosphere in which the Academic operate.

C1

The National Agenda describes National and State Government legislation,
regulations and guidelines within which research is conducted, and the impact
thereof on the Academic’s research performance.

C2

The International Agenda categorised those International agendas that
provide global opportunities and influence local thoughts on research direction
and ultimately the Academic’s research performance.

C3

Communities (including your industry partners) constitute the impact and
influence these cohorts have on the Academic’s research performance.

7.3

Participants
The small sample participants drawn from those previously interviewed

included Academics from two Academic Departments, namely the DOH (n = 7) and
DOS (n = 9), as well as the RLC (n= 9) from four academic levels (E, D, C and B).
Level E Academics from Academic Departments and Central Services were
aggregated into one group in order to safeguard their identities, and as a group
were approximate of a similar number to the invited numbers of levels D, C and B.
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However, whilst the invited numbers of levels D and C were on par with the
accumulated level E and level Bs, only ten Academics from both levels D and C
responded, and hence they were grouped together. The numbers of participants
from within Academic Departments, the DOH and DOS, as well as the combined
RLC, did not vary significantly.
The participants were requested to rank order factors that impacted on
research performance, and as such, the data was ordinal and used to provide
descriptive statistics. To determine the factors that had the most hampering and/or
facilitating influence on research performance an ordinal categorical variable, with
numerical labels of one to three, from the most (1) to third (3) highest, were chosen
to identify the six factors that had the greatest facilitating or hampering effect on
research performance.
The survey with 11-factor labels and descriptors was administered to the
available participants of 30 out of 31 participants who participated in the interviews.
Twenty-five (83.3%) participants from the 30 available participated in the survey.
Three of the participants completed a hard copy survey, while the rest completed
the online Qualtrics survey. The distribution of participants per academic level is
displayed below in Table 7.2.

Table 7.2: Academic Levels: Survey Participants’ Numbers

Academic Levels

Invited (n)

Responded (n)

Level E

10

8

Levels D and C

13

10

Level B

7

7

30

25

Total

7.4

Method
The draft survey was designed on hard copy and reviewed by two

researchers. The feedback was used to revise the survey. Once imported to
Qualtrics, a research consultant reviewed and provided feedback that led to further
revisions and improvements of the survey display.
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Participants were provided with the survey and instructions of what was
expected for completing the survey. In addition to the set of factors to be ranked,
participants were asked to provide essential demographic data such as their
academic department and academic level. They could also provide additional
comments in an open text box area.
To ensure that both the facilitating and hampering questions were clearly
observed as two questions, the first question was inserted above the table with
factors and their descriptors and the second question below the table with factors
and their descriptors. In addition, the rank ordering answering column for
facilitating factors was on the left and the hampering factors rank-ordering column
on the right and clearly labelled as ‘Facilitating’ and ‘Hampering’. See Appendix 7.1
for the Qualtrics Rank order questionnaire survey instrument.
This rank order was thus achieved by requesting participants to identify
and rank order the three factors that facilitated research performance the most,
from one to three, where one (1) represented the most facilitating factor and three
(3) represented the third-highest facilitating factor. Subsequently, participants were
also requested to rank order the three factors that hampered research performance
the most, again from one to three, where one (1) represented the factor that
hampered research performance the most and three (3) represented the third most
hampering factor. The same set of factors was used to obtain both facilitating and
hampering factor ratings from participants.

7.5

Analysis
The following sequential steps were followed in analysing the ranking for

facilitating and hampering factors, respectively:
1.

The respondent’s numerical choice labels of 1 (highest) to 3 (3rd highest)
facilitating factors were transferred into a 25 Participants by 11 Factors
matrix.

2.

The numerical ranking labels were transformed from 1 to 3, 2 to 2, and 3
to 1 as a first step to emphasise perceived value or weighting given to the
factors.
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3.

For each factor the sum of all the one, all the two, and all the three
weightings were computed.

4.

The sum of the weightings for all factors was rank-ordered in descending
order.

5.

The exact steps, (1 – 4) above, were repeated to determine the rank order
for the hampering factors.
In reporting the data, the numerical labels one (1) highest rank-ordered

factor to three (3) the third highest rank-ordered factor were used. Only the three
factors with the highest summed weightings are reported, where two factors
obtained equal scores within the first three rankings of, for example, 1, both have
been reported as 1, hence the absence of a 2.

7.6

Results
Analysis of the survey data confirmed the factors that emerged from the

interviews as those that hampered and or facilitated research performance in that
no new factors were offered as additional text on the survey. To support this
notion, neither of the three central services leaders commented or queried the 11
factors when they completed the hardcopy survey instrument during their interview
slot. In addition, none of the other participants completing the survey made
comments questioning the 11 factors. The analysis also indicated a strong
alignment across the three academic levels to the factors that most hampered and
or facilitated research performance in the sample population. However, greater
variances were reported, especially in respect of the most influencing facilitating
factors, amongst the Academic Departments and the RLC.

7.6.1

Overall participant results
In the overall participant results 100% of the Personal Context (A) theme

factors together with the 30% of the External Context (C) theme factors and 17% of
the Work Context (B) theme factors contributed to the three most facilitating factors
of research performance. The Work Context (B) theme factors provided 100% of
the three highest-ranking hampering factors.
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The factors that facilitated research performance the most (1) to the least
(3) were:
•

Community Impact (C3) (including industry partners) constituted the
impact and influence these cohorts had on the Academic’s research
performance.

•

Academics’ (Researcher) Interactions (A2) are those collaborations
viewed as opportunities to learn, display their research and finding
research opportunities, which impacted on the Academic’s research
performance.

•

Individual Profile (A1) comprised those attributes, emotions, traits,
behaviours and the individual's circumstances that impacted on the
Academic’s research performance.

•

Financial Resources (B1) describe what affect the availability and
utilisation of various types of monetary aspects have in the research
domain.
Table 7.3 shows the sequence of factors that had the highest facilitating

impact on research performance for the complete participant group in descending
order.

Table 7.3: Most Influential Facilitating Factors

Factors

Facilitating (n = 25)

Community Impact (C3)

1

Academics’ interactions (A2)

2

Individual Profile (A1)

3

Financial Resources (B1)

3

The facilitating rankings indicate that Community Impact (C3) was viewed
as the most influential factor, Academics’ Interactions (A2) the second-highest and
Individual Profile (A1) and Financial Resources (B1) tied for the third-highest
influencing factor. Also, the factors Environmental Capability (B3) Institutional
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Leadership (B5) and National Impact (C1) received markedly less attention as
influential, facilitating factors.
The three factors that inhibited research performance the most to the least
were:
•

Work Content (B2) described what internal job-related factors impacted on
work/lifestyle activities and the Academic’s research performance;

•

Financial Resources (B1) described what affected the availability and
utilisation of various types of monetary aspects in the research domain;
and

•

Environmental Capability (B3) constituted those aspects inherent to the
environment that impacted on the Academic’s research performance.
The factors that received top rank scores were all ranked by 12 out of the

25 participants, except for the Individual Profile (A1), which was scored by only
eight participants. Still, six out of the eight participants viewed it as the most
influential facilitating factor.

Table 7.4 shows the factors that had the highest hampering impact on
research performance for the overall participant group in descending order.

Table 7.4: Most Influential Hampering Factors

Factors

Hampering (n = 25)

Work Content (B2)

1

Financial Resources (B1)

2

Environmental Capability (B3)

3

These hampering factor rankings indicate that Work Content (B2) was
viewed as the most hampering influential factor, Financial Resources (B1) the
second-highest and Environmental Capability (B3) the third-highest hampering
factor.
Table 7.5 provides a comparative view of the most influential facilitating
and hampering factors and an overarching view of how facilitating and hampering
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factors overall are mostly on opposite sides of a facilitating and hampering
continuum.
From this table, one can deduce that there is a clear distinction between
the most facilitating factors and the most hampering factors which are the majority.
For instance, Community Impact (C3) is ranked as the number one most facilitating
factor and the third lowest (number nine) most hampering factor. However,
Financial Resources (B1) was ranked number three as a most facilitating factor
and number two as a most hampering factor. Financial Resources (B1) was more
of a hampering factor and prominent in the perceptions of the participants and
viewed as an influential facilitating and hampering factor. This perception was
probably due to a perception of the availability of this resource.
Table 7.5: Comparative View: Most Influential Facilitating and Hampering Factors

Facilitating Factors
Community Impact (C3)
Academics' interactions (A2)
Individual Profile (A1)
Financial Resources (B1)

7.6.2

Rank
(n = 25)
1
2
3

Hampering Factors
Work Content (B2)
Financial Resources (B1)
Environmental Capability
(B3)

Rank
(n = 25)
1
2
3

3

Variation amongst academic levels
The review of the most facilitating and most hampering factors within the

different academic levels is presented in this section.
None of the academic levels indicated that either the National Impact (C1)
or the International Impact (C2) factors influenced their research performance more
significantly than the factors within the Personal Context (A) and the Work Context
(B) themes.
Tables 7.6 to 7.8 show the sequence of factors that had the highest
facilitating and inhibiting impacts on research performance. Academic levels E and
B have been reported separately due to the potential influence of their distinct
positional levels. That is, level E included people who contributed to research
significantly based on either leadership positions and/or research output. On the
Page 219 of 355

other hand, most level Bs were post-doctoral fellows and could fit into the early
career researcher category with distinctively different aspects impacting on their
experience of research. Furthermore, academic levels D and C were grouped
together mainly due to the smaller numbers of participants at these levels.
Academic level E ranked both Personal Context (A) factors together with
one of the Work Context (B) factors as the three most facilitating factors. All the
hampering factors were drawn from the Work Context (B). From the Work Context
(B), only Financial Resources (B1 - which also received a 3rd highest hampering
ranking) was ranked as one of their three most facilitating factors. Table 7.6
presents the most facilitating and most hampering factors for Level E.
Table 7.6: Academic Level E: Facilitating and Inhibiting Factors

Facilitating
Individual Profile (A1)
Academics' Interactions
(A2)
Financial Resources (B1)

Rank
(n = 8)
1
2
3

Rank
(n = 8)
1

Hampering
Work Content (B2)
Financial Resources (B1)

2

Environmental Capability (B3)

3

It seems if the Level Es had clarity and coherence in distinguishing
amongst the facilitating and hampering factors. Those factors that appeared low on
the facilitating factors list surfaced high on the hampering factor list, except for the
Financial Resources (B1) factor. The two highest facilitating factors both stemmed
from the Personal Context (A) theme and emphasised aspects such as skill,
personality, opportunities, and collaboration needed for research performance.
Financial Resources (B1), on the other hand, originates from the Work Context (B)
theme and seen as a necessity to support those that have the capabilities and
opportunities.
Academic level D&C ranked both the Personal Context (A) theme factors,
together with one of the External Context (C) theme factors as the three most
facilitating factors of research performance. The D and Cs hampering factors were
all drawn from the Work Context (B) theme. These factors are depicted in Table
7.7.
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Table 7.7: Levels D and C: Facilitating and Inhibiting Factors

Facilitating
Community Impact (C3)
Individual Profile (A1)
Academics’ Interactions
(A2)

Rank
(n = 8)
1
1
3

Hampering
Work Content (B2)
Environmental Capability
(B3)
Financial Resources (B1)

Rank
(n = 8)
1
2
3

Again, the Personal Context (A) factors Individual Profile (A1) and
Academics’ Interactions (A2) with Community Impact (C3) were highly ranked as
facilitating research performance. The three highest hampering factors are once
again from the Work Context (B) theme and except for sequence, are the same
than those for Level E namely: Work Content (B2), Environmental Capability (B3)
and Financial Resources (B1).
Unlike other academic levels level B Academics included two Work
Context (B) theme factors in their list of most facilitating factors. Table 7.8 provides
the facilitating and inhibiting factors of research performance for Academic Level B.
Table 7.8: Academic Level B: Facilitating and Inhibiting Factors

Facilitating
Community Impact (C3)
Financial Resources (B1)
Conducting Research (B4)

Rank
(n = 8)
1
2
3

Rank
(n = 8)
1
2

Hampering
Work Content (B2)
Financial Resources (B1)
Research Climate and
Culture (B6)

3

Level Bs perceive the role of Community Impact (C3) as the highest
facilitating factor in their research performance. This factor, coupled with an
Academics’ Interactions (A2) factor that featured quite high, might indicate that this
cohort perceived the need for collaboration as crucial for their research
performance. In addition, they ranked Financial Resources (B1) and Conducting
Research (B4) as highly facilitating factors. On the hampering side, they ranked
three Work Context (B) theme factors namely: Work Content (B2), Financial
Resources (B1) and Research Climate and Culture (B6) as high contributors to
hampering research performance. Compared to all other levels they nominated
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Research Climate and Culture (B6) instead of Environmental Capability (B3).
These early career researchers are likely to experience more difficulty in navigating
through the internal research culture of the Institution than more experienced
researchers.

7.6.3

Variation between Cohorts
The impact of factors on the research performance of the DOH, DOS, and

RLC cohorts is reported next in Tables 7.9 to 7.11.
The DOH participants ranked Work Content (B2) and Financial Resources
(B1) from the Work Context (B) theme and Community Impact (C3) from the
External Context (C) theme as facilitating factors. All three hampering factors,
namely: Work Content (B2), Institutional Leadership (B5) and Environmental
Capability (B3) were chosen from the Work Context (B) theme as illustrated in
Table 7.9.
Table 7.9: DOH Research Performance: Facilitating and Inhibiting Factors

Facilitating
Work Content (B2)
Financial resources (B1)

Rank
(n = 8)
1
2

Community Impact (C3)

3

Individual Profile (A1)

3

Hampering
Work Content (B2)
Institutional Leadership
(B5)
Environmental Capability
(B3)

Rank
(n = 8)
1
2
3

With two facilitating factors from the Work Context (B) theme it seems that
the DOH participants thought that if the Work Content (B2) and especially
availability to Financial Resources (B1) were conducive, they would perform well in
their research. Further performance improvements might be even possible if the
Individual Profile (A1) is aligned to the requirements of their role, and supportive
Community Impact (C3) were present. All the hampering factors stemmed from the
Work Context (B) theme.
The DOS Academics reported one factor from each of the contexts
namely Community Impact (C3) in the External Context (C) theme, Conducting
Page 222 of 355

Research (B4) in the Work Context (B) theme and Research Interactions (A2) in
Personal Context (A) theme as facilitators of research performance. Work Content
(B2), Financial Resources (B1) and Environmental Capability (B3) were perceived
as the most hampering factors as illustrated in Table 7.10.
Table 7.10: DOS Research Performance: Facilitating and Inhibiting Factors

Facilitating

Community Impact (C3)
Conducting Research (B4)
Academics’ Interactions
(A2)

Rank
(n =
11)
1
2
3

Hampering

Work Content (B2)
Financial Resources (B1)
Environmental Capability
(B3)

Rank
(n =
11)
1
2
3

As with the DOH, the DOS perceived their Work Context (B) theme as the
one with the most hampering factors. However, instead of Institutional Leadership
(B5) nominated by the DOH, the DOS included Financial Resources (B1) together
with Work Content (B2) and Environmental Capability (B3) as their most hampering
factors. Both Es, Ds and Cs in the DOS may have viewed themselves as leaders
or received more research autonomy and hence did not include Institutional
Leadership (B5) as a hampering factor.
The RLC’s ranked factors differed somewhat from the other cohorts in that
they added Research Climate and Culture (B6) to the list of facilitating factors and
ranked Individual Profile (A1) as the most important facilitating factor. There was a
high agreement with the academic departments in respect of the hampering
factors. The RLC’s facilitating and hampering factors are displayed in Table 7.11.
Table 7.11: RLC Research Performance: Facilitating and Inhibiting Factors

Facilitating
Individual Profile (A1)
Community Impact (C3)
Research Climate and
Culture (B6)

Rank
(n = 6)
1
2
3

Hampering
Financial Resources (B1)
Work Content (B2)
Environmental Capability
(B3)

Rank
(n = 6)
1
1
3

The RLC viewed Individual Profile (A1) and Community Impact (C3)
together with the Research Climate and Culture (B6) as perceived vital factors for
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research performance. Once again, factors in the Work Context (B) theme explicitly
the Work Content (B2) and Environmental Capability (B3) was viewed similarly as
the two academic departments as the most hampering factors together with
Financial Resources (B1) in the case of the DOS. Neither the RLC nor the DOS
reported Institutional Leadership (B5) as a top hampering factor.
The RLC agreed with the DOH on Individual Profile (A1) as a high
facilitating factor and included Research Climate and Culture (ranked 7th by the
DOH and DOS) and Institutional Leadership (ranked 10th by both the DOH and
DOS) in their top three facilitating factors.
In respect of hampering factors, the RLC agreed with both the DOH and
DOS with Work Content (B2) and Environmental Capability (B3) as two of the top
hampering factors.
Tables 7.12 and 7.13 provide an overall comparative view of all the
facilitating and hampering factors ranked by all cohorts.
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Table 7.12: Comparative View: All Cohorts’ Facilitating Factors Ranked

Facilitating

Rank

Facilitating

Rank

Facilitating

Rank

DOH

(n = 8)

DOS

(n = 11)

RLC

(n = 6)

Work Content (B2)

1

Community Impact (C3)

1

Individual Profile (A1)

1

Financial resources (B1)

2

Conducting Research (B4)

2

Community Impact (C3)

2

Community Impact (C3)

3

Academics' Interactions (A2)

3

Research Climate & Culture (B3)

3

Individual Profile (A1)

3

Table 7.13: Comparative View: All Cohorts’ Hampering Factors Ranked

Hampering

Rank

Hampering

Rank

Hampering

Rank

DOH

(n = 8)

DOS

(n = 11)

RLC

(n = 6)

Work Content (B2)

1

Work Content (B2)

1

Work Content (B2)

1

Institutional Leadership (B5)

2

Financial resources (B1)

2

Financial resources (B1)

1

Environmental Capability (B3)

3

Environmental Capability (B3)

3

Environmental Capability (B3)

3
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There is a high incidence and close alignment of several facilitating
and hampering factor rankings within academic levels and disciplines such
as Individual Profile (A1), Community Impact (C3), Financial Resources
(B1), Work Content (B2), Environmental Capability (B3), and Financial
Resources (B1). This is not only indicative that members within this
participant group show a similar understanding of the factors that hamper
and or facilitate research performance at ANRU but also confirms the
validity of factors that emerged from the interview data.
From the open text portion of the survey results, a synthesis of the
most prominent comments revealed an emphasis on hampering factors.
Illustrated with quotes, the synthesis of the detailed comments is provided
per Academic Department and Leadership in Table 7.14.
Table 7.14: Synthesis: Leaders’ Survey Comments

Department of

Department of

Humanities (DOH)

Sciences (DOS)

Leaders

Within the personal

DOS placed more

Leaders also commented

context, the individual’s

emphasis on the work

on the individual’s profile

profile with the

context with aspects such

characteristics of

characteristic motivation

as funding, institutional

motivation with comments

was mentioned as a

leadership and workload.

such as “Contributing to

primary driver for research

The impact of funding and

successful research is the

as illustrated by the quote

leadership aspects was

motivation of the individual

“My personal motivations

reflected by the quote

researcher to do the

and commitment [is] the

“While the lack of financial

research”.

primary driver of my

support is an essential

This cohort also

research”.

hampering factor, the lack

acknowledged the impact

Within the work content the

of leadership could

of aspects that hampered

workload element, with

sometimes be the major

research illustrated by

specific reference to

hampering factor”.

“Workloads in terms of

increasing time scarcity,

teaching and
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Department of

Department of

Humanities (DOH)

Sciences (DOS)

Leaders

was a concern as

The workload element was

administration impact

exemplified by the quote

seen as a hampering factor

research performance”.

“Too many other things

given quotes such as “The

A leader also commented

competing for my time

multi-tasking nature of a

on the causal effect of

[such as] administrative

typical academic role can

institutional leadership on

load”.

make research difficult to

the climate and culture of

Another aspect that

sustain even when the

the Institution when

hampered research was

environment is supportive”.

mentioned: “Leaders

institutional leadership

create the climate &

seen as aspects of a lack

culture”.

of communication and
workload allocations
demonstrated with quotes
such as “[There is a] lack of
communication on
workloads”.

From Table 7.14 comments, it is once again confirmed that the Work
Content (B2) and more specifically, workload is a concern for all the three cohorts.
It is emphasised that Institutional Leadership (B5) plays a distinct role in
communication, workload allocations, support and creation of the research climate
and culture.

7.7

Summary
Academics from the two departments and the research leaders responded

to a survey and ranked the factors that had the most facilitating and hampering
impacts on research performance.
Close alignment of the factor rankings amongst all academic levels was
observed. All the academic levels agreed that Work Content (B2) is the most
hampering factor for their research performance.
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The Personal Context (A) theme, with factors Individual Profile (A1) and
Researcher’s Interactions (A2), was perceived as the theme contributing the most
to research performance. On the other hand, the Work Context (B) theme
comprised all the hampering factors, with Work Content (B2) and the
Environmental Capability (B3) having the greatest impact on research
performance. From the External Context (C) theme Community Impact (C3) was
the only facilitating factor ranked by all the cohorts.
The face validity of the factors that emerged from the qualitative data
analysis, and supplied for rank ordering in the survey, are supported by the fact
that no additional factors were offered during the survey by participating members.
The findings from the Department of Humanities, the Department of
Sciences and the Research Leader Cohort are cross-analysed and discussed next
in Chapter 8.
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Chapter 8: Cross-Case Analysis and Discussion

8.1

Introduction
The findings from the three cases’ results are synthesised and interpreted

in this cross-case analysis and discussion chapter. This Chapter commences with
an overview of the study’s origin and conceptual framework, a summary of the
research design and methods, and a review of the research questions. The
overview is followed by a discussion of commonalities and differences within and
across the three cases. This discussion elucidates the Academics’ experiences of
research and research performance at ANRU. Themes, categories/factors and
codes in text passages are discernible as italic font. This discussion is structured
according to the Personal Context (A), Work Context (B), and External Context (C)
themes.

8.1.1

Overview of the Study’s Origin and the Three Cohorts
There is limited evidence about the contextual factors that enable and/or

constrain research performance, especially outside of research-intensive
universities (Hardré & Cox, 2009; Janger et al., 2019; Johns, 2006). This lack of
evidence limits the ability of non-research-intensive universities to improve
research performance for increased reputation and sustainability. The factors that
enable and/or constrain research performance within young universities such as
ANRU are not fully understood nor integrated into a framework which could be
used as a basis for improving research performance.
A sample of research-active academics (referred to as Academics) was
chosen from a Department from the Humanities (DOH), the Natural Sciences
(DOS), and a Research Leadership Cohort (RLC) to explore these factors. The
participants were inclusive of Academic Levels E – B, providing a spectrum of
research experience.

8.1.2

Conceptual Framing of the Study
The researcher created a conceptual framework from his knowledge and

experience together with the synthesis of research literature in the domains of
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organisation development, organisation sciences and research performance. The
framework is exhibited in chapter two Figure 2.2., represented in this Chapter as
Figure 8.1.

Figure 8.1: Conceptual Framing of Research Performance Factors
The conceptual framework shows the variables, not an extensive list,
within the external (amber), internal (yellow), and personal (blue) contexts that are
expected to influence individual and institutional research performance. The arrows
(blue) also show the multidirectional influence and potential impact the variables
might have on each other without excluding any direct influence of variables on
one another.

8.1.3

Theoretical Perspectives
Organisation Development (OD), as a meta-theory, provides a wide array

of theories in a toolkit to frame interventions that could be applied with a
thoughtfully planned change to improve performance in areas such as research.
Figure 8.2 shows an illustration of how a theoretical model populated with relevant
theories can inform organisational development initiatives.
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Figure 8.2: Theoretical Lens Overview
OD meta-theory, amongst others, utilises theories like Self Determination
Theory (SDT) as a theoretical lens such as in the above illustration. In this case,
SDT draws on evidence from theories such as job satisfaction, people’s
professional satisfaction with their designed roles and the competing demands in
those roles given the available resources which permit people to make sense of
the change and the implementation of planned change. If the change is following
OD principles and values; and pursues a process of collaborative, holistic
integration of sub-task systems to internalise and institutionalise organisational
learning, it should deliver a fulfilled, performing researcher contributing to high
institutional research performance.

8.1.4

Research Questions and Methods
The overarching research question is: How do contextual factors impact

research performance at Another New Research University (ANRU)? Subsidiary
research questions, flowing from the overarching question, were explored using
interview and survey methods as depicted in Table 8.1.
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Table 8.1: Research Questions and Methods

Subsidiary Research Questions

Methods

RQ 1: How do research leaders and active

The dataset gathered by interviews was

researchers perceive the impact of external

analysed and reported in Chapters 4 - 6.

and internal contextual factors on research
performance at Another New Research
University?

RQ 2: How do research leaders and active

Datasets gathered by interviews and

researchers, from different appointment

survey were analysed and reported in

levels and disciplines, vary in their

Chapters 4-7.

perceptions of contextual factors impacting
on research performance at Another New
Research University?
RQ 3: Which of these contextual factors do

The dataset gathered by the survey was

research leaders and researchers perceive

analysed and reported in Chapter 7.

to have the most positive and negative
influence on research performance at
Another New Research University?

A wide array of evidence was used to answer the subsidiary research
questions and ultimately the overarching research question. The complex nature of
context and factors influencing research performance is further evidenced by the
overlapping of findings across the different participant groups and contexts.

8.1.5

Contexts
Three themes relating to research performance contexts emerged from

the data analysis: personal context, work context and external context.
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The relationships between these contexts are illustrated in Figure 8.3,
which has been informed by Von Bertalanffy’s (1972) systems and
Bronfenbrenner’s (1972; 2005) human development systems theories.

Figure 8.3: Base Theoretical Model: Inter-Related Contexts and Systems. Based
on Bronfenbrenner (2005) and Von Bertalanffy (1972)
This model holds that the individual will act from within and because of
their personal context, which is impacted more by proximal contexts such as the
work context and less by the external context. It also suggests that the influences
of these contexts are two-directional. Thus, more equipped researchers such as
leaders in a field and or institutional leaders may even influence the distal external
context. Some of the factors influencing research performance are consistent with
factors identified by Seipel and Larson (2018) and refined by Crick et al. (2019)
and further supports the mediation model of Crick et al. (2019).

8.2

Cross-case Analysis and Discussion
Each of the themes is discussed in turn with an introduction to the theme,

the theoretical lens(s) through which the findings are viewed, and a short review of
the data. The discussion is followed by a comparison of the cohorts and
interpretation of data incorporating assertions arising from the data interpretations.
The academic department contexts differed in that the DOH had a higher
student to staff ratio than the DOS. The DOH Academics were responsible for
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preparing students for accreditation with a professional accreditation body which
took more time in modelling the correct behaviours and identity of the profession.
The DOH Academics had less PhD qualified staff and started with research
training at a later stage in their careers than the DOS. These contextual factors
could be aggravating the frustration and stress experienced by DOH Academics
discussed in the following sections.

8.2.1

Personal Context (A) Theme
The Personal Context (A) theme played a vital role in Academics’

research performance. As reported in Chapter sections 4.3, 5.3 and 6.3, the
intrapersonal characteristics of Academics comprised their Individual Profile (A1)
which provided them with capability, inherent characteristics, personal
circumstances contributing to their agency for research. Their interpersonal skills
(interactions and collaboration) assisted them in applying those intrapersonal skills
in Academics’ Interactions (A2) with fellow researchers and communities that
facilitated research performance.
The two factors Individual Profile (A1) and Academics’ Interactions (A2)
were both ranked in the top three factors that impacted research performance the
most. The Personal Context (A) theme becomes the first domain of a potential
theoretical framework of ‘research performance in context’ (Figure 8.3). As seen
through a general systems theory (Von Bertalanffy, 1972), experiences are always
gained under the influence of contexts (Bronfenbrenner, 1977, 1979). The
Process-Person-Context-Time (or PPCT) model of ecological systems
(Bronfenbrenner, 2005) and various other theoretical lenses of satisfaction,
professional identity and motivation help frame those experiences.
Founded by Deci and Ryan (1985b), Self Determination Theory (SDT), a
meta-motivational theory, draws attention to the influence of the social environment
on the motivation, affect, wellbeing, job characteristics and job resource demands
in a variety of contexts in the workplace (Deci & Ryan, 2008; Gagné & Deci, 2005;
Ryan & Deci, 2017) that could affect identity.
The seminal works on in or outgroups and social identity from Tajfel
(1970) and Tajfel and Turner (1979) explore and explain an individual’s
identification. More recent work reveals the self-identification of individuals with
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their work, satisfaction, and professional identity (Willetts & Clarke, 2014).
However, less is known about nested professional sub-identities with specific
reference to research and its role in personal satisfaction and subsequent
performance.

8.2.1.1 Review of the Personal Context (A)
The open codes, codes and categories/factors that contributed to the
Personal Context (A) theme were provided in Figures 4.3, 4.4, 5.3, 5.4, 6.3 and
6.4. Figure 8.4 provides a consolidated picture of the three cohorts’ inputs to the
factors.

Figure 8.4: Cohorts’ Consolidated views: Personal Context (A) Theme
Note: Black = Agreement, Blue = RLC, Green = DOS and Red = DOH
In Figure 8.4 the black boxes signify agreement amongst cohorts. Where
a cohort did not offer an open code, this is signified by a colour box (blue = RLC,
green = DOS and red = DOH). This colour representation shows that cohorts are in
agreement with the majority of the open codes offered and signifies similar
experiences.
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8.2.1.1.1Ranking of the Most Facilitating and Hampering Personal Context (A)
Factors.
The Personal Context (A) factors, Individual Profile (A1) third and
Academics’ Interactions (A2) second place, were perceived as two of the most
facilitating factors, by the 25 Academics and leader participants. However, as
depicted in Table 8.2, there were differences in ranking amongst the three cohorts.
The numbers in the cells of the ranking tables refer to the weighted rank order for
that cohort of Academics.
Table 8.2: Ranking by Cohort: Personal Context (A) Factors

The RLC and DOH Academics ranked Individual Profile (A1) as the first
and third most facilitating factor, respectively. The DOS Academics ranked
Academics’ Interactions (A2) as their third-highest facilitating factor. None of the
Cohorts ranked any Personal Context (A) factors as hampering. The ranking of the
DOH Academics and RLC should be viewed in conjunction with their responses,
specifically concerning personal circumstances and the RLC’s comments about
researcher capability such as R29 “[collaboration is] quite rare and much as we
might try to encourage cross-collaboration it does not happen”.
Consistent with previous research Pratt et al. (2006) and Skinner et al.
(2018), the DOH Academics, due to their strong professional identity induced
through their education and subsequent concerns for the importance of their
teaching responsibility, had less opportunity for and the Academics’ Interactions
(A2) factor was considered less of a facilitator than the Individual Profile (A1) and
Work Context (B) factors. As such, they experienced an approach-approach
conflict, as labelled by Lewin et al. (2011). The role conflict, in this case, was in
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terms of ingrained teaching responsibility and wanting to do research which also
created a professional identity conflict with teaching versus research responsibility.
Overall, there were also differences amongst the different academic levels
in the perceived impact of the Personal Context (A) factors as presented in Table
8.3.
Table 8.3: Ranking by Academic Level: Personal Context (A) Factors

Academic Levels E, D, and C ranked Individual Profile (A1) as the factor
with the highest impact on research performance. Academic Level E, D, and C
ranked the Academics’ Interactions (A2) factor as the second highest. This ranking
result may reflect the more senior levels’ knowledge of the research profile,
interactions and collaboration required to win national competitive research grants.
Academic Level B did not perceive Personal Context (A) factors to have a high
impact on their research performance. None of the academic levels reported any of
the Personal Context (A) factors as important in hampering research performance.
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Assertion 8.1

Overall, the two factors individual profile and academics’ interactions from the
personal context were ranked within the top three factors for facilitation
research; however, neither was highly ranked by level B Academics as they
perceived work context factors to be more important.

8.2.1.1.2 Comparison of DOH, DOS, and RLC Academics’ Experiences of the
Personal Context (A)
Chapters 4-6 provided descriptions of the factors and how they impacted
the DOH, DOS and RLC cohorts’ research performance. The three cohorts
described the ranking of factors in Chapter 7.
Both the DOH and DOS Academics experienced competing demands
between their academic roles, family, and personal lives. These demands led to a
desire to find a work-life balance (WLB), for example, to experience work that does
not dominate their personal lives. They expect that WLB should eliminate workfamily interference (WFI), for example, where family life suffers from the intrusion of
work with subsequent feelings of frustration and stress for the researcher. The
DOH Academics presented a professional identity versus role identity conflict
between teaching, research and multiple roles as a teacher resulting in negative
WFI; while the DOS Academics presented an identification with the balanced
academic role of teaching and research. Consistent with the findings of van
Lankveld et al. (2017) and Kumar (2020) the teacher-researcher identity conflict
experienced from the DOH Academics is due to the value placed on teaching and
further strengthened by the foundation of intense cultivation of professional identity
and teaching towards professional accreditation. On the other hand, the DOS
Academics were exposed much earlier in their education to research and probably
not exposed to similar professional identity cultivation related to accreditation with
a professional body. Improvement initiatives for research performance were not
always received positively by researchers and experienced as resistance to
change from researchers by the RLC. This perceived resistance could have been
due to the competing demands experienced by the DOH and DOS Academics, and
possibly a lack of knowledge about skills needed by researchers.
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The data reveal an overall view of the Individual Profile (A1) of Academics
who were lacking competitive research skills, overwhelmed by competing
demands, stressed from approach-approach identity and work-life conflicts which
impacted their wellbeing. As such, they resisted changes that were perceived as
an additional burden.
The DOH, DOS and RLC cohorts acknowledged frustration and feelings of
isolation due to the lack of interaction which impacted on further personal
development. Chapter subparagraphs 4.6.1.2, 5.6.1.2, and 6.6.1.2. provided this
shared lived experienced for factor Academics’ Interactions (A2).
The DOH Academics also indicated a lack of time [discussed in more
detail in the Work Content (B2) section] for the opportunity to interact. In contrast,
the RLC was concerned about the expected level of skills. These experiences led
to an Academics’ Interactions (A2) theme of Academics who were frustrated with
discipline area isolation which impacted negatively on interaction which could lead
to skills-building.
The lived experiences contained first respondent feelings, an essential
aspect of phenomenology. Therefore, it is worthwhile to compare the most positive
and negative shared emotions, derived from the cohorts’ transcribed texts depicted
in Table 8.4. A full list of captured emotions per cohort is available in Appendix 8.1.
A tick (√) indicates a shared emotion.
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Table 8.4: Comparison: Academics’ Experienced Emotions
Emotions

Negative

Emotions

DOH

DOS

RLC

Annoyed

√

√

√

Burnout

√

√

Discouraged

√

Fear

Positive
DOH

DOS

RLC

Comfort

-

√

√

-

Desire

-

√

√

√

-

Enjoy

√

√

-

√

√

-

Exciting

√

-

√

Frustration

√

√

√

Happy

√

√

√

Worry

√

√

√

Love

√

√

-

Passion

√

√

√

Positive

√

√

√

The DOH expressed more negative emotions than DOS Academics
and/or RLC. The DOS expressed more positive emotions than the DOH and/or the
RLC cohorts overall. However, in sharing the same expressions, there are small
differences amongst the cohorts and overall, more positive expressions shared
than negative ones. The negative expressions show strong indications of stress
and burnout with words like ‘frustration’ and ‘worry’, whilst burnout was directly
quoted. Stress and burnout can impede Academics’ wellbeing, which is consistent
with findings by Deci et al. (2001) and the decline in job performance finding by
Bianchi and Brisson (2019). On the positive side, expressions like ‘enjoy’ and ‘love’
support findings of motivation as found by Deci and Ryan (2000) that is a positive
affect that indicates meaning in life findings as per Martela et al. (2018) and links to
the experienced work identities by Academics in this study. These expressed
emotions are essential to explain the discrepancy in negative and positive
emotions from the same person, and its relatedness to professional sub-identities
and job dissatisfaction.

Assertion 8.2

The DOH Academics experienced an approach-approach conflict
between their commitment to teaching and research, resulting in a work
role identity conflict. There was also a conflict between their work, and
their family lives with an added impact on their wellbeing and potentially,
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research performance. On the other hand, the DOS Academics
experienced a robust role identity as balanced teaching and research
academic; however, especially women and single mothers also
experienced an approach-approach conflict between work and personal
lives.
To protect the identity of women and single mothers’, quotations to
evidence the conflicts they shared are omitted. However, the conflicts between
work and family were evident in both the Academic Departments and support
findings by (Wilton & Ross, 2017). In contrast, Dever and Morrison (2009) find that
passionate female researchers at a leading research intensive university reported
less conflict.
The RLC differed to some extent in their perceptions from those of the
DOH and DOS Academics in aspects such as competency levels and competing
work demands. On the other hand, typical from a personal or proximal context
perspective, the RLC members concentrated on their personal experiences and as
such, shared the difficulties they experienced in facilitating ANRU’s research
performance targets.
The DOS Academics, while sharing all the same experiences did not see
the Individual Profile (A1) as one of their most facilitating factors most probably due
to their education as scientists and being accustomed to conducting research
which then became second nature. These differences emphasise that the personal
context of individuals is innate from person to person, differ from career to career,
and can be influenced by their immediate circumstances.

Assertion 8.3

Within a similar overall context, different disciplines and to a large extent
different academic levels, broadly perceive the same contextual factors
impacting on their research performance but differ on the level of impact
the factors have on their research performance.
Researchers, according to this study, needed an array of intrapersonal
and intrapersonal characteristics to perform in an academic work environment.
This finding supports early research reported by Friedlander (1977), Hackman and
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Oldham (1976), and more recently by Parker et al. (2019) and Parkitny and
McAuley (2010), as well as Roodt (2008).
The Individual Profile (A1) and Academics’ Interactions (A2) factors were
ranked highly as factors that facilitated research performance the most. These
rankings indicate that Academics require an individual profile for optimal research
performance which incorporates capabilities in aspects such as attributes,
emotions, traits, behaviours. In addition, individual personal circumstances and the
opportunity to collaborate, learn from others, showcase their research and find
research opportunities are needed. A significant outlier in this respect was an
Academic who indicated research is a private venture and denied the benefits of
collaborating. This outlier demonstrates the importance of the researcher’s profile
matching with the job profile, expectations of the role and his/her subsequent level
of job satisfaction as potentially different for different personalities, for example
confirming in general that personal context has an impact on the individuals’
behaviour.
This study further found that Academics valued like complex problem
solving, research writing, in-depth research knowledge and research experience
for research performance. From the qualitative analysis, both Academic
Departments also reported that research domain knowledge is of importance,
without any indication that they lack knowledge or skills for research, indicated by
the high ranking ascribed to Individual Profile (A1). There was mention of
interpersonal relations (for example inclination to and the capability to forge
interpersonal relations as a skill) by DOH Academics such as R9 who shared
“building up relationships, and that takes time as well, really solves a lot of the
problems”. In the DOS, Academics concentrated more on technical skills, for
example, R19 mentioned that “in DOS we …working on lots of multiple problems
[skill to solve complexity]”. However, all the cohorts indicated that there was little
opportunity to interact with significant others to enhance capabilities as reported by
R23 “it is such an isolated location". This lack of engagement was due to discipline
and geographical isolation that left them with frustration and feeling lonely. The
lack of time could be ascribed to competing demands and will, together with
funding, be addressed further under the Work Context (B) theme. Facilitating traits
such as being committed, creative (e.g. to craft jobs), curious, determined,
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inquisitive, judgement to control demands, resilience, and organised emerged
and/or can be inferred from the data. The lack of opportunities to enact these traits
should be viewed as the source of expressed emotions such as frustration and
loneliness.
The RLC provided indications that not all academics at ANRU possess the
necessary research capabilities to be research competitive. As explained by R29
“‘this is why you are not getting grants because you are not competitive’” and
“some of them want to [improve their research capability and experience]. I do find
that they just cannot for family reasons and in some instance were even unaware
that their capabilities were not matching the level that is needed to be competitive
in the industry”.
The reported research capabilities gap can potentially be improved by
teamwork; this Research supports a meta-analysis by DeChurch and MesmerMagnus (2010), which highlighted the importance of team functioning in
performance. For example, as shared by R4 “the secret to maintaining research
output is to work in a team or teams” The teamwork not only supported an equal
workload, critical friends to test thoughts against, pulling together expertise from
various domains and or personal capabilities, but also supported the emotional
wellbeing of others. This finding supports the notion that social support is seen as a
job resource and provides emotional support which significantly counteracts stress,
burnout and facilitates performance needed for research output (Bakker et al.,
2010; Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Bernabé & Botia, 2015). This finding is further
elaborated in the work context supports and assertion 8.11 in section 8.2.2.3.

Assertion 8.4

Academics were frustrated and felt lonely due to the lack of interaction
which minimised opportunities for skills-building and promotion of their
research.
The DOH Academics provided more emotional laden comments about the
context that impacted on the individual such as R6 with “a lot of them are physically
sick, but a lot of them are emotionally just tired and drained” to describe their
experiences of research. These emotions were not only displayed within the
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narrative but were also evident in several participants’ voice tones and/or body
language. The emotions were related to frustrations, stress and burnout that
impacted their wellbeing. R13 shared the opposite of wellbeing, for example, as
depression with “I fell into a black hole because I just felt – no inclination to do
anything”.
On the other hand, motivational aspects were mentioned, amongst others:
‘enjoyment’, ‘fun’, ‘passion’ and ‘love’. Researchers, research leaders and research
recruiters must know more about the type of profile that constitutes a high
performing researcher that can adjust and add to their jobs, for example, job
crafting to align with their competencies and need satisfaction as argued by Bakker
et al. (2012) and Tims and Parker (2020). Besides, engaged researchers love their
work and find joy in research which further supports Deci and Ryan (1985b) and
Ryan and Deci (2017) findings that people need to be motivated to perform well.
Being motivated also points to findings by Brew et al. (2018a), Parker et al. (2019),
and (Masood et al., 2020) of how people position themselves in respect to
meaningful work design for improved job satisfaction and motivation. Motivational
components such as passion, joy and fun are confirmed as individual
characteristics as expressed by R5 “on the one hand I love my work (teaching), I
love the - the option to research”. Under the right circumstances, these positive
emotions can promote research performance. These findings add further support
for the assertions of Deci and Ryan (2012) that social contexts can impact
motivation and affect wellbeing. As indicated by previous research when
researchers’ motivational needs were addressed, for example being satisfied, it led
them to do their best in their area of interest and maintain sound health (Deci et al.,
2017; Manganelli et al., 2018; and Martela & Ryan, 2019).
Primarily this study’s Personal Context (A) findings highlights the fact and
supports findings that professionally accredited, as well as committed employees,
may experience satisfaction with their roles but dissatisfaction with the demanding
context of their jobs that interferes with their professional identity and commitment.
It further highlighted the fact that some Academics at ANRU experienced not only a
professional job role conflict but also conflict between sub-identities of teaching
and research. Communication of clear role expectations is furthermore imperative
as researchers appointed in professional capacities such as educating students for
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accredited professional careers need to maintain their professional identity as well
as that of a researcher as R5 shared “We are not quite sure sometimes whether
we are researchers, administrators, teachers, and pastoral carers”. This search for
identity or the conflicting identity experiences of some Academics could be a
reaction to the perceived high teaching load of Academics teaching in professional
accreditation programmes that keep them from doing research, exacerbated by
their commitment to both teaching and research which lead to stress. As indicated
by Dorenkamp and Weiß (2018) professional commitment impact positively on
professional identity and job satisfaction if not hampered. It could also be a driver
for putting in the extra work, and subsequently, time from family life in some
instances, to engage in research identity work. Academics in the DOH portrayed a
professional identity with teaching and research as sub-identities. The DOS, on the
other hand, showed a closer alliance with an Academic role identity which included
teaching and research as sub-identities. Albeit that most ANRU academics are
appointed with the expectation to teach, research and render a service to the
community, this multifaceted role is viewed by some Academics as the composite
role of a scholar or academic’s occupation, it seems that some of those with an
accredited professional identity found it difficult to prioritise and align with the full
academic occupation. These notions indicating that mismatches to the occupation
or profession can lead to psychological distress further support Norris (2016) and
Cohen (2006), as well as Cohen and Veled-Hecht (2010) that a mismatch to the
occupation led to stress. The researcher, however, especially with the lack of detail
concerning their participant’s teaching versus research loads, does not support the
general inference by Dorenkamp and Ruhle (2019) that an academic’s specific
[adverse] working conditions have less impact on committed professionals. The
results for the heterogeneous clusters in their sample differed and suggested that
personal context does matter. Hence, different academic clusters with similar
specific working conditions might differ in their job satisfaction as suggested by this
study.
Further, Dorenkamp and Weis (2018) found that academics’ intentions are
fully mediated by job satisfaction, thus even committed professionals may
experience dissatisfaction due to the specific working conditions and differing
contexts. It might instead be that committed employees’ intentions are fully
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mediated by professional role satisfaction and thwarted by job dissatisfaction
where there is nonalignment between the professional role and the job role
expectations. Furthermore, professional identity leads to the expectation of
personal preferences towards a job role to be present in that occupation, as
revealed by participants in this Research. It appears to be a prerequisite for job
satisfaction and well-being in well-designed jobs. This notion strongly supports
research by Hackman (2003), Parker et al. (2019), Parker et al. (2017), and Warr
and Inceoglu (2018).
These previously mentioned conflicting emotions, due to conflicts in
professional identities and sub-identities, together with competing work demands
from the Work Context (B) are explained by the subtle differences within the
Personal Context (A) which emerged from the data. Within the DOH, individuals
were more concerned about the influence of the work demands on their personal
circumstances and more specific relationships with their partners. There were clear
indications of a need for work-life balance (WLB), and minimising work-life
interference (WLI), as discussed by Dorenkamp and Ruhle (2019). Indications
were such as R6 “my [partner] did say to me, ‘If you are going to spend one more
[weekend] working at ANRU, do not come home’". This concern manifested in high
levels of stress communicated with emotion during the interviews.
This researcher's findings support Beigi et al.’s (2017) assertion that a
supportive family, which relates to an acceptable or less family-work interference
(FWI), and a lack of work-family interference (WFI) contributes to research
performance. However, this researcher claims that broader family demographics
and relationships (FWI) impact research output and thus, WFI and other
relationships both contribute to a broad relationship component as advocated in
Self Determination Theory (SDT). As such, it supports arguments of Vallerand
(2000) in respect to the contextual nature of relatedness and the conflict of identity
claims between the professional role and job role context of this study.
Assertion 8.5

The DOH Academics experienced a higher level of conflict
between attending to teaching versus research as well as workfamily interference (WFI). Whereas, the DOS Academics were
more concerned about the lack of a work-life balance (WLB) as
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well as interaction opportunities that could lead to improved
research performance, which both contributed to them questioning
their professional identities.
The FWI, WFI, and WLB claims points to a need of belonging
(relatedness) to the family and support from family members which further confirms
the applicability of a Self Determination Theory (SDT) lens in that it supports
findings by Crick et al. (2019) who found that the SDT basic psychological need,
relatedness, mediates between ‘Personal and Family Support’ and ‘Global
Satisfaction’, as well as ‘Teaching and Service Satisfaction’. Work-family
interference depends on the expectations of the spouse, parental obligations, and
community obligations such as research and industry partners, which is more than
just two-way family relationships. Work-life balance, on the other hand, could be a
researcher's personal decision of balancing the WFI. While the Beigi et al. (2017)
research was conducted in a research-intensive university, ANRU is a young
university with a strong teaching identity, which is clearly shown in the experience
of teaching load and student expectations which further impacts on time that could
have been devoted to family or personal circumstances and community. These
additional social contextual demographics linked to the community has most likely
a higher bearing on research performance at non-research-intensive universities.
This researcher found that personal circumstances such as family demographics
and broader relationships impact research output and thus work-family interference
(WFI), family-work interference (FWI), and work-life balance (WLB) could either be
a barrier or facilitator of research performance depending on the expectations of
the spouse, parental obligations (personal circumstances) and community
obligations as indicated by R22, “I have probably, allowed it [my research] to go
perhaps outside of the boundaries [it was possible] because of my personal
circumstances”.
Consistent with Beigi et al. (2017) these responses suggest that where the
partners are not in agreement with family time being utilised for research, the
Academics experienced out of synch work-life balance experiences with their
partners which was perceived as work-family interference. Alternatively, when they
force themselves to have a work-life balance, they do experience inner conflict,
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which causes stress consistent with the approach-approach work-to-life conflict
research of Dorenkamp and Ruhle (2019). Thus, the Academics’ context
concerning personal life and family and career stages might be a barrier or a
facilitator of research performance depending on their circumstances and life
stages. The impact of personal circumstances supports the findings of Beigi et al.
(2017) and Wayne et al. (2007).
Assertion 8.6

Frustration and stress from a perceived excessive workload, search for a
work-life balance (WLB) from the DOS and the DOH; and negative workfamily interference (WFI) at the DOH, are likely to lead to their wellbeing
be at risk and lower than expected research performance.

8.2.1.2 Summary of the Personal Context (A)
Though there were some differences in how the cohorts experienced the
Personal Context (A) theme, for ANRU, a composite network is conceivable. The
DOH and the DOS Academics’ experience of the Personal Context (A) factors (A1
and A2) impacting on research and their ‘experienced themes’ related closely to
each other. How these themes interrelate, impact on each other, and form a
composite Personal Context (A1) experienced theme are depicted as a network in
Figure 8.5.

Figure 8.5: Research Performance Approach-Approach Conflict
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The Personal Context (A) comprised the Individual Profile (A1), which was
characterised by multiple role interferences which caused an approach-approach
conflict and led to stress and frustration, which in turn impacted Academics’
wellbeing. Concerning the second factor, Academics’ Interactions (A2), Academics
felt isolated, which caused loneliness and dissatisfaction for Academics. In concert,
these two factors presented Academics who were frustrated and stressed with the
impact of their role conflicts, WFI, WLB and the lack of opportunities to build their
skills and promote their research.
The personal characteristics, discipline isolation and impact of competing
demands in respect of personal life and work expectations and aspects such as
wellbeing not only had a significant influence on the Personal Context (A) but also
how Academics acted within and also experienced the impact and interaction
of/and within the external context and work context. Both the Individual Profile (A1)
and Academics’ Interactions (A2) of the Personal Context (A) align with the Self
Determination Theory (SDT) findings of Deci et al. (2017) in as far as the impact of
the social environment on especially the basic psychological needs; competency
and relatedness of motivation, affect and wellbeing. Psychological health and the
impact on performance was highlighted by the interaction between the individual
and the work environment when supported by job content and the environment
which further supports findings by Deci et al. (2017) as discussed in the Work
Context (B) theme. Job content aspects, such as competing demands and time,
are discussed in more detail under the banner Work Context (B) theme.

8.2.2

Work Context (B) Theme
The Work Context (B) theme includes the three factors that hampered

research performance the most. These three factors are Financial Resources (B1),
Work Content (B2), and Environmental Capability (B3). The lived experiences of
these three factors were reported in Chapter sections 4.4, 5.4 and 6.4. The data
reveals that:
•

Six factors individually and by augmenting each other created an internal
environment that affected Academics’ research performance and formed
the Work Context (B) theme.
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•

The Academics’ experience of the availability and utilisation of financial
resources in the research domain and how it impacted on research
performance describe the Financial Resources (B1) factor.

•

The internal employment-related aspects, role and non-role specific
aspects that impact on research activities and work/lifestyle describe the
Work Content (B2) factor.

•

Those aspects that pointed to the capacity and capability of ANRU and its
Academics, which contributed to the University’s reputation, describe the
Environmental Capability (B3) factor.

8.2.2.1 Theoretical Lens(es)
Within a work context domain, it is crucial to keep in mind the interaction
of subsystems on the whole system as explained by seminal work of Von
Bertalanffy (1972) which includes the work design (Parker et al., 2017) aspects.
Work design impacts the job demands-resources (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017;
Hakanen et al., 2008) and control (Karasek Jr, 1979) aspects between the
individual and the organisation. Work design further entails those high-performance
working systems or practices that support performance (Combs et al., 2006; Rabl
et al., 2014). The integrated contexts between the individual and the organisation
are most notably observed in this study as the role expectations that impact
wellbeing, motivation, and performance.

8.2.2.2 Review of the Work Context (B) Theme
The open codes, codes and categories/factors that contributed to the top
three hampering factors that impacted research performance from a Work Context
(B) perspective were provided in Figures 4.5, 4.6, 4.7, 4.8, 5.5, 5.6, 5.7, 5.8, 6.5,
6.6, 6.7 and 6.8. Figure 8.6 provides a consolidated picture of the three cohorts’
inputs to the factors.
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Figure 8.6: Consolidated Cohorts’ Views: Work Context (B) Theme
Note: Black = agreement, blue = RLC, green = DOS and red = DOH
In Figure 8.6 the black box signifies agreement amongst cohorts. A cohort
not offering an open code was signified by a coloured box (that is: blue = RLC,
green = DOS and red = DOH). This colour coding indicates that unlike the
Personal Context (A) theme, there was hardly any agreement amongst the cohorts
within the Work Context (B) theme at the open coding level, except for the
Environmental Capability (B3) factor.
This agreement stems from all cohorts that agreed on all the open codes
for the environmental capability. The exception was for the open code immersive
environment, which was only offered by the RLC. However, the DOH Academics
referred to capacity to be inclusive of critical mass when they mentioned being the
only ones teaching in a sub-discipline of humanities. The DOS Academics also did
not offer capacity but did offer promote and critical mass, and neither did the RLC
offer critical mass. The three cohorts also agreed on the reputation open code, but
the DOH Academics did not offer any other open code under the Reputation (B3.3)
code.
The Financial Resources (B1) factor reveals that the different cohorts
viewed sources of income from their specific context. This contextual difference
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supports Bronfenbrenner and Ceci (1993) and even link to the research maturity
reported by Diezmann (2018), albeit per department and not ANRU specific. These
differences let to the differentiation in labels for open codes, as discussed in
subparagraph 8.2.2.2.2.
The Work Content (B2) factor showed no agreement from all three cohorts
on a single open code which should be indicative of their most proximal
experiences within the Work Context (B) theme and support the assertion that
disciplines namely the DOH and DOS Academics differ in their perceptions of how
contextual factors impact them. This assertion also supports the notion that those
contextual influences most proximal to the individual will impact them the most. For
the Work Content (B2.2) code, the DOH Academics did not offer administration,
which they regarded as peripheral to the role rather than part of it.

Assertion 8.7

The work context theme comprised three factors; financial resources,
work content and environmental capability that were ranked the three
factors that most hampered research performance. The limited agreement
between cohorts at the open coding level revealed the significance of the
proximal and direct influence of variations in the immediate work contexts
on Academics’ experiences of the factors.

8.2.2.2.1 Ranking of the most Facilitating and Hampering Work Context (B)
Factors
The Work Context (B) factors, Financial Resources (B1) Work Content
(B2) and Environmental Capability (B3) were ranked as the three most hampering
factors impacting on research performance. The finding of Work Context (B) theme
as a high ranked hampering factor correlates and supports those identified by
Wissing et al. (2002) claiming that work context rather than personal context was
found to be the hindering factor to research performance. However, as depicted in
Table 8.7, there were agreements and differences in not only the ranking from the
hampering perspective but also between facilitating and hampering experiences
amongst the three cohorts. Table 8.5 depicts the differences and agreements in
the ranking by the different cohorts.
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Table 8.5: Cohorts’ Ranking: Work Context (B) Factors

The DOH Academics was the only discipline cohort that ranked the Work
Context (B) factors as having a positive impact on research performance with Work
Content (B2) most and Financial Resources (B1) as second most facilitating
factors. They also offered, together with the DOS Academics and RLC, as their
most hampering factor the Work Content (B2). All three Cohorts ranked the
Environmental Capability (B3) as their third most negative impact on research
performance. While the RLC ranked Financial Resources (B1) at the same level as
a most hampering Work Content (B2) factor, the DOS Academics placed Financial
Resources (B1) as a second-most hampering factor.
There were also differences amongst the different academic levels in the
perceived impact of the Work Context (B) factors as presented in Table 8.6.
Table 8.6: Academic Levels’ Ranking: Work Context (B) Factors

While Levels E and B were the only level cohorts that ranked a Work
Context (B) factor as having a positive impact on research performance with
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Financial Resources (B1) as third and second most facilitating factor respectively,
they also viewed the factor as the second most negative impact on research
performance together with Levels D and C who ranked the factor as the third most
hampering factor. Levels E - B regarded Work Content (B2) as the factor with the
most negative impact on research performance whilst Levels E and D and C
ranked Environmental Capability (B3) as a third and second most negative impact
on research performance respectively. The ranking of Financial Resources (B1) as
a facilitating as well as hampering factor should be viewed considering the
availability or lack of financial resources.

8.2.2.2.2 Comparison of DOH, DOS, and RLC Academics’ Experiences of the
Work Context
Academics’ shared lived experience of the factor Financial Resources
(B1) were provided in subparagraphs 4.6.2.1, 5.6.2.1, and 6.6.2.1.
All the participating cohorts agreed that the lack of Financial Resources
(B1) hampered their research performance. However, the DOH Academics viewed
the factor only as a facilitator to buy time for research. As such, they gained relief
from teaching duties through funding, although it was insufficient. The DOS also
saw the factor as a resource for further research. As such, the DOS was more
concerned that the funding they generated through research was utilised to support
their discipline’s high operational costs instead of being available to improve their
research performance. The RLC echoed the DOS Academics’ concern about the
allocation of funding which they regarded as a direct result of the ANRU financial
operating model.

Assertion 8.8

The academic departments agreed that a lack of financial resources
hampered their research performance but differed in their views regarding
the acquiring and the utilisation of funding. The DOH expected ANRU to
provide money to buy-out time for research whilst the DOS expected a
funding model that take into consideration high operational costs and
improved ways of dispersing funding that they acquired through research.
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Apart from the different operating contexts of the DOS and the DOH
Academics, which impacted their perception about funding, they also experienced
that the lack of funding negatively impacted ECRs as a result of the increased
internal competition for funding. This increased internal competition could explain
Level Bs’ negative ranking of Financial Resources (B1).
Academics’ shared lived experience of the factor Work Content (B2) were
provided in subparagraphs 4.6.2.2, 5.6.2.2, and 6.6.2.2.
The Work Content (B2), with its equally high expectation for teaching and
research performance, had a unanimous ranking as the factor with the most
negative impact on research performance mostly experienced as competing
demands. From the expressed emotions, the impact of this factor from a
contractual perspective on the Personal Context (A) theme emerged. This impact
is presented mainly by the DOH Academics, due to a psychological contract role
and responsibility perspective, but also from the DOS Academics; as insecurity,
that is, only high research outputs guaranteed an ongoing contract. The perception
of academic departments was that workload is controlled by internal and mostly
departmental practices, which was not represented by the workload model
percentages, and this impacted negatively on their research performance.
Academics reported that there is espoused research support, but a lack of strategic
direction and active support. This distinct split could highlight that some
appointments in “so-called” leadership positions are not displaying unique
leadership qualities and fulfil to some extent, rather managerial duties. This
distinction also highlights the need for people leadership skills in managerial
positions. Surprisingly the RLC, except for the two Departmental Heads who are
the decision-makers for a department’s way of working, agreed with the
experiences of researchers from the two departments. Leaders could only suggest
improved communication about available funding as a way of creating a more
conducive work context. This espoused support without any action could be
explained by the lack of autonomy by a large part of the RLC and express as “But
that's tough because the [academic departments] have autonomy there is nothing
centralised, [academic departments] make the decision on that” R28, which
supports findings by Lund (2019) that mid-level leaders are caught between what
their teams can do and what they are allowed to do.
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Academics’ shared lived experience of the factor Environmental Capability
(B3) were offered in subparagraphs 4.6.2.3, 5.6.2.3 and 6.6.2.3.
While the DOH and the DOS Academics experienced a lack of reputable
internal researchers to collaborate with, the RLC’s view was that the academic
departments were not informed enough about their colleagues’ expertise. The RLC
acknowledged the lack of proper eSystems, but they were seemingly unaware of
the type of support the departments needed and hence no evidence of offering
change-facilitation. As such, the resistance is consistent with Straatmann et al.
(2016) finding that facilitated change reduces change-resistance (refer
subparagraphs 6.6.1.1 and 8.2.22) and supports findings by Gagné et al. (2000)
that facilitation of change towards supporting an autonomous perception will
support acceptance of the change. The Departments’ Academics, on the other
hand, did not see the espoused research support enacted and emerging as an
immersive environment. This immersive environment open code had an undertone
of an ideal all-inclusive capability for research performance, which was most
probably what the RLC aspires to rather than what the departments’ Academics
experienced. This assertion is made given the agreement of the DOH and the DOS
Academics regarding the lack of research support and the agreement verbalised
by an RLC member (R29) as “simply said they [ANRU Executive] don't want to
invest in anything new”. This experience supports findings by Crick et al. (2019)
that leadership, management, and institutional support impacts on the satisfaction
of ‘Teaching and Service Satisfaction’ and therefore most probably also research
and overall job satisfaction of an academic.
The DOS Academics’ frustration mostly aligns around their top three
ranked hampering factors, namely Work Content (B2), Financial Resources (B1)
and Environmental Capability (B3) whereas the DOH Academics’ frustration was
mostly located in their experience of the Work Content (B2), Institutional
Leadership (B5) and Environmental Capability (B3) which indicated dissatisfaction
with their work. This job dissatisfaction was evident from the frustrations which
Academics presented within the Work Context (B) theme and more specifically, the
Work Content (B2) factor. This dissatisfaction was mostly directed at competing
demands and a lack of control by the DOH Academics who reported impacts on
commitment and motivation which supports findings of de Lourdes Machado-Taylor
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et al. (2016) that competing and lack of control factors are indicative of general
dissatisfaction with professionals which could impact on performance. The conflict
that Academics experienced between their approach towards teaching and
research clarifies the notions made of sub-professional identities that conflict with
the academic role identity constructed by the work context. The Academics’
experiences of their work context are discussed below.

8.2.2.3 Discussion and Interpretation of the Work Context (B) Theme
All the academic levels agreed on the three factors that hampered
research the most other than Level B, whose members did not rank the
Environmental Capability (B3) as one of their three most hampering factors. Only
Levels E and B viewed Financial Resources (B1) as a most facilitating and
hampering factor, which indicates that where financial resources were available, it
supported research performance and vice versa. It is suggested that Level B
academics most probably have a more substantial teaching workload than higherlevel academics. They thus would have focussed more on the Work Content (B2)
as well as the surrounding Research Climate and Culture (B6), which they ranked
as the first and third highest hampering factors, respectively.
The findings of the three overall hampering factors as ones that create
dissatisfaction with Academics are consistent with the findings of Crick et al. (2019)
who found that two of the three basic psychological needs, ‘volitional autonomy’
and ‘relatedness’, fully mediated the relationship between ‘Teaching and Service
Satisfaction’ and ‘Global Satisfaction’. They labelled these as environmental factors
and indicators of ‘Faculty Satisfaction’.

Assertion 8.9

The cohorts differed in their experiences and perceptions of work content
which was the highest-ranked most hampering factor of all factors. These
differences may point to the professional identity or views the different
disciplines and academic levels have of their respective roles.
Differences were highlighted in what they regarded as the inherent and
peripheral job content impacts and explained through open codes such as
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workload, competing demands and administration. These differences may indicate
views of professional identity the different disciplines’ professionals have of the
complete academic role, for example, teaching and research roles vs research as
an add-on to the academic profession. These professional identity differences
support several other findings about impact of identity on work output (Anikina et
al., 2019; Boyd & Smith, 2016; Brew et al., 2018a; Brew et al., 2018b). This role
perception relates to RQ2 in that it describes the impact of contextual factors on
research performance as well as how it varies amongst respondents’, from
different disciplines, perceptions of how the contextual factors impact their
research performance.

Assertion 8.10

Research leaders (Academic level Es), more distal to research on the
operational level, are less aware of challenges researchers experience
which lead to the perception that leadership are unsupportive of
research performance.
Once again, the RLC showed, with open codes for both Contract (B2.1)
and Inherent Job Impact (B2.2), that not all of them have broad experiences of the
departments. This broad experience was explained by the lack of specific detail of
how open codes such as workload, the physical and psychological details of the
contract or specific administration barriers impact Academics. This lack of specific
insight into the hampering experiences may reflect the RLC’s lack of history,
perhaps as newcomers. Newcomers could lack corporate knowledge, with ANRU
and its departments or a lack of contact with the operational level. Nonetheless,
this lack of specific insight might be why Academics experienced a lack of support.
The lack of support experienced by both the DOH and DOS Academics
relates directly to their perspective of demands for research and teaching which
overshadows the resources at their disposal (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017) inferred
from the Environmental Capability (B3) factor as indicated by R3 “can't become …
a Monash without all the things … you need support with that”.
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Both departments’ Academics experienced increased teaching loads
without improved staffing R17 “we have not been heavily staffed …, and our
teaching load has increased dramatically over the years”. Neither of the
departments’ Academics felt that their need for administrative support with work
content was served. This need was confirmed from the RLC as asserted by R29
“she is [always] seeking admin assistance. It [administrative assistance cannot] be
given to her from [a] Strategic Research Fund. She is always struggling because
the [department] has no money and yet she has to do this admin type of work.
They need admin assistance and research assistants. They need salaries for
postdocs”.
Support was also linked to Financial Resources (B1) which was ranked
under the first three hampering factors by all three cohorts and in the case of the
DOH Academics as their number two most influential facilitating factor. Financial
Resources (B1) was replaced by Institutional Leadership (B5) in the overall topthree hampering factors. Financial Resources (B1) was strongly linked to
reputation. R15 asserted “it's [acquiring funding] hard, and if you're competing …,
the more competitive research funding gets, the harder it is.” and R32 stated
“[ANRU is] a young university with a minimum budget for research” supported by
R23, “from a reputational perspective that's a challenge for everybody undertaking
research in the University”. These Academics indicated that competing for funding
is strongly influenced by the lack of funding. Reputation was also linked to
individual ability as shared by R2 who stated “an Australian Research Council
grant, I am not going to do it by myself, I need someone with a track record in the
field”. The academic departments claimed that funds are limited as stated by R17
“… when it comes to getting marking relief, ‘oh we can't afford to pay for the
marking relief’” and R25 “if our professors … cannot get the bigger dollars in, they
are chasing [internal] dollars that some of us … might normally be after”. Thus, a
case has been made that to acquire funding, in addition to a track record, the
ability is needed as well as supported by someone with a research reputation
which indicates the unmistakable impact of the Personal Context (A) on the Work
Context (B) theme. Amidst the need for funding, the RLC believed that there are
funds available and from a strategic perspective they made decisions how to
disperse the funds, best described by R30 as “the role of the [research leader] is…
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working out the best ways of spending money to build research capacity and
performance”.
The RLC had the task of supporting their researchers on all levels with
varied abilities and reputations. To this extent, the DOH Academics had put
research teams together as shared by R4 “the secret to maintaining research
output is to work in a team or teams” with varied abilities led by a researcher with
reputation. Refer further to R4’s comments and assertion 8.2 in 8.2.1.3 related to
capabilities in the personal context.
Academics also valued the contribution of attending conferences to build
capability. This format of capability building was supported by the RLC R29 with
“front funded so that our researchers can develop those collaborative partnerships
… that feeds into grants”, but Departments, at large, were unaware of this
opportunity as reported by R17 “… other universities where there is much more of
an invest upfront approach” which pointed to a lack of communication, promotion
and engagement from the RLC.
Apparent differences between the DOH and the DOS Academics in
respect of Financial Resources (B1) Research Income (B1.1) and Research
Spending (B1.2) arose from the different meanings ascribed to the open codes.
The DOH Academics experienced the need for funds mainly as a means to obtain
more time for research. This lack of time was essential due to mostly qualitative
research which in itself was more time consuming and has strict and complex
approval processes than the perceived mainly experimental quantitative research
DOS Academics conduct with less need for approvals as suggested by R26 “[it is]
more complex doing research in [our academic department] than a lot of the
others”. Whilst both academic departments’ Academics confirmed there was no
buy-out time to do research, for instance, R8 commented “it’s very difficult to run
research, particularly when you can’t get buy-out for teaching or marking”. The
DOH Academics felt they did not have money to spend on research activities R6
stated “at least petrol money for me to drive to the [industry], They said, ‘Oh no, we
don’t care about that’.”. The DOS Academics was more concerned about the high
costs of the discipline as R15 commented “… a bit more for me in [department],
because you need consumables and equipment, [these] are things that cost”. The
DOS Academics, further, not only saw Research Income (B1.1) as a relief but also
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as a resource, which they can control to an extent through generating funding from
research, to do more research offered by R11 “that consistent stream of funding
coming … over and above what we generate in terms of teaching, that is allocated
on the basis of research performance”. R15 illustrated the effect of the duality in
the roles and accompanying satisfaction with the identified role but dissatisfaction
of the competing demands by responding “research is fun, and it's nice … it's fairly
indulgent” and also the fact that workload percentages do not reflect the actual
time spent on teaching by indicating “the research was the elephant in the room
because you know, 50% of teaching is not 50% teaching, not in a 38 hrs
workweek”. The perceived culture of non-support, competing demands and lack of
time should be addressed with a planned contextual organisational and systemic
change to improve the working environment instead of perceptions of failure
(Jones et al., 2019) and subsequent dissatisfaction which supports suggestions by
(Davis et al., 2020).
Dissatisfaction is due to a lack of internal support and competing demands
that impacts job satisfaction and further points to a lack of autonomy and
relatedness to research which supports findings by Crick et al. (2019); and
Winefield et al. (2008).

Assertion 8.11

Motivated Academics, in their professional capacity, can still be
dissatisfied with their work environment where the work context is
perceived as unsupportive, unfair and hampering their performance.
The DOH Academics agreed with the DOS Academics on Rigid Budgets.
Most Academics viewed budgets in terms of funding that is rigidly controlled. The
DOH Academics thus experienced more stress as they viewed research funds as
out of their control which supports findings based on the demands control model of
Karasek Jr (1979). This model postulates that high demands for performance with
low decision autonomy cause mental strain, such as the stress experienced by
Academics in this study. The difference in perceptions of control was that the DOS
Academics mitigated the perception with potential and actual research income
versus the DOH Academics who almost solely relied on ANRU for income, taking
Page 261 of 355

into account the different stakeholders served and thus the opportunity to generate
funding from theses stakeholders. The perception of a lack of control is potentially
the reason for the higher stress assigned to the DOH Academics, but not absent
with the DOS Academics, and supports findings by Barkhuizen et al. (2014);
Kinman and Wray (2020); and Yusoff et al. (2013) regarding the phenomenon and
its sources in higher education.
The intertwined factors of the Work Context (B) theme should be viewed
as contributory to the three most highly ranked hampering factors. The interaction
could be explained by the relationships between the Peripheral Job Impact (B2.3)
on the Inherent Job Impact (B2.2) like workload and workload allocations impacted
by additional roles. This relationship points to an apparent lack of role or job design
captured in position descriptions and systems that create a supportive context for
high work performance. The findings of apparent stress support Winefield et al.
(2008), and frustration, the impact reported by McClenahan et al. (2007), the
importance of systems thinking of Von Bertalanffy (1972) and, proper work design
from Parker (2014); and Parker et al. (2017). Proper work design includes high
performing work systems as per Rabl et al. (2014) and practices offered by Combs
et al. (2006) for sustainable satisfaction of psychological needs ‘autonomy’ and
‘competency’ found by Ryan and Deci (2017) for motivated, healthy Academics
performing in their research outputs. Evidence indicated that there was a large
contingent of Academics who were motivated by the professional sub-identities
they hold of their roles, but they experienced lesser health due to the
dissatisfaction with the Work Context (B) theme in which they had to fulfil those
roles. A further contributing factor to the dissatisfaction was the lack of Capacity
which the DOH Academics experienced as subdiscipline isolation to a greater
extent than the DOS Academics who experienced loneliness as per the Personal
Context (A) and supports the interconnectivity of contexts found in general systems
theory of Von Bertalanffy (1972), the bioecological theory of human development
by Bronfenbrenner (1979) and why context matters as described by Friemel (2008)
as it takes cognisance of the complex interconnectivity of the separate parts in a
macro environment.
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Furthermore, it is consistent with Vine (2019) in that context matters and
impact on wellbeing through job dissatisfaction which supports the Self
Determination Theory (SDT) theory of Ryan and Deci (2017).

Assertion 8.12

Where negatively experienced, the work context has a more substantial
impact on Academics’ dissatisfaction than their personal context which
potentially impacted negatively on their research performance.
The experiences of Academics within the Work Context (B) theme and
especially the stark contrast of how the Work Content (B2) factor was viewed
differently from the three cohorts’ perspectives, confirms the impact of context. This
contrast further supports the finding that there are different perspectives within the
DOS and DOH Academics about what the professional sub-identities of the
academic as a teacher or researcher or both are. This difference suggests that
most Academics were impacted by the expected role as a complete academic,
which supports previous research (Billig & Tajfel, 1973) on the impact of the social
context on professional identities. This conflict of identities experienced by the
Academics and caused by the work context also supports findings by Anikina et al.
(2019). The support is not only in terms of potential conflict amongst professional
sub-identities, but it also illustrates how this theme impacts on the personal
context. For instance, the funding for conferences on Academics’ interaction and
capability building as seen from R20’s comment “conferences and all that is ideal,
but it is really hard to get money for - funds for conferences” and vice versa.
Assertion 8.13

Academics with a strong discipline professional identity, created during
their professional training, will have more difficulty to identify with the
occupational identity academic and specifically the role-identity research
in the absence of well-integrated and supportive systems which could
impact their wellbeing.
The identity conflict further demonstrates how the personal context
interacts with the work context. The identity conflict was brought about through
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competing demands and, in some instances, created a perception of a lack of
control, which further led to dissatisfaction and stress, burnout, and depression of
the Academic as reported by R6 who indicated “a lot of them are physically sick,
but a lot of them are emotionally just tired and drained ” and R13 who shared “I fell
into a black hole because I just felt – no inclination to do anything”.

Assertion 8.14

The work context contributed negatively to the Academics’ personal
context in that there are instances where the lack of support, the
competing demands and a lack of integrated high performing work
systems and practices in the environment caused tendencies towards ill
mental health and these were reported more frequently from the DOH
than the DOS Academics.
This impact of the work context on the personal context illustrates that
people should be appointed into positions that best suit their personal profile which
is supported by their immediate environment with proactive interventions to
eliminate psychosocial stressors such as stress (Pignata et al., 2018) and proper
High-Performance Working Systems and Practices (HPWS&P) which give rise to
the following assertion.

Assertion 8.15

Personal preferences and characteristics that fit the professional sub
identity academic, comprising teaching and researching roles, in concert
within a high-performance working system and practices, and supportive
psychosocial environment are a necessity for a healthy academic that can
perform in research.
The work practice of a disjointed workload controlled by internal and
mostly departmental practices was supported by findings of leadership and
governance practices in need of research (Croucher et al., 2020). Together with
the application of workload model percentages, it resulted in competing demands
and impacted significantly negatively on their research performance. The work
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practice was further exacerbated by the factor Environmental Capability (B3). The
open code Environmental Capability (B3.2) was the only one within the Work
Context (B) theme where all the cohorts agreed on most of the open codes.
Environmental Capability (B3.2) highlighted aspects such as the lack of
infrastructure in certain instances, the overall capacity to support, equipment, most
notably the insufficient systems and best summarised by R8 who indicated “the
[research entity] has a system and website, but there’s stuff [research support
material] all over the place. … it’s like trying to put a jigsaw together”. R11
described systems as “It still needs a lot of improvement. We need a system that
[is] all electronic and not paper based. … it needs to be integrated”. The open code
Immersive Environment consolidated the lack of High-Performance Working
Systems and Practices (HPWS&P) and support as reported by R29 as “simply said
they [ANRU Executive] don't want to invest in anything new”. The RLC’s
experience of resistance to change from academics should be viewed against the
perceived lack of support experienced by Academics. Minimised resistance to
enhance performance is possible with a culture of adequately planned and
implemented change principles for any change which supports suggestions by
Greer and Shuck (2020).

Assertion 8.16

For researchers to apply their personal and research capabilities to their
potential, ANRU needs to design and implement properly planned
change interventions for well-integrated High-Performance Work Systems
and Practices (HPWS&P) that create a research climate and culture for a
conducive work context for the discipline.
Interconnectivity of the themes is further illustrated by the Work Context
(B) theme and External Context (C) theme relationship. This interconnectivity is
amongst others shown by Financial Resources (B1), Internal Capability (B3) and
Community Impact (C3) discussed in more detail in the External Context (C)
theme.
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8.2.2.4 Summary of the Work Context (B) Theme
The three factors Financial Resources (B1), Work Content (B2) and
Environmental Impact (B3) were ranked the highest as factors that hampered
research performance the most and were nested in the theme Work Context (B).
As such, the Work Context (B) theme proved to be the context that has the most
influence on research performance in that it comprised all the most hampering
factors identified by Academics as displayed in Table 7.5.
The main conclusions from this context highlighted the high stress and
frustration from the DOH Academics which could partially be due to their student to
staff (53:1) ratio vs that of the DOS of (28:1), and due to the high standard of
practitioner modelling for students set for themselves. The DOS, on the other hand,
presented more PhD qualified staff and had been trained since undergraduate
studies in experimental research, which made the role of teacher/researcher more
familiar.
How these Work Context (B) factors interrelate, impact on each other and
form a composite is depicted as a network in Figure 8.7.

Figure 8.7: Non-Supportive Institutionalised Research Culture
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The Work Context (B) theme is institutionalised by leadership and
institutionalised work structures from management and as such impacted on the
three most hampering a factors Financial Resources (B1), Work Content (B2) and
Environmental Capability (B3) which in turn impacted on each other. The impact of
these three factors resulted in perceived unavailability of capacity and support.
This perception was accompanied by emotion such as annoyed, anxious, and
overwhelmed. The perception was further aggravated by unrealistically perceived
expectations for performance on all levels amidst significant constant changes in
the environment with emotion such as love and joy for both sub-identities but
thwarted by the stress and frustration that the perceived unrealistic expectation
brought. These experiences led to a consolidated theme from all three Cohorts that
emerged as Academics who suffered from a research culture which left them
stressed and felt undervalued while they enjoyed research and valued their roles.
The vast similarity of the three cohorts in respect of the Personal Context
(A1) factors contrast starkly with the significant variances in cohorts’ experiences of
the Work Context (B) factors. This variance provides a strong indication of how
different the work contexts of the departments were and provided support to the
research of Friemel (2008) that context matters. In this study, it shows that
research leaders, active researchers from different disciplines and levels, for
example, different contexts vary in their perception about factors that impact
research performance and provide strong evidence to answer RQ2.
High-Performance Work Systems and Practices supports interconnectivity
amongst factors such as Financial Resources (B1), Internal Capability (B3) and
Community Impact (C3). These factors, which are more specific to institutional
positioning or reputation, further supports findings by Anikina et al. (2019).
Interconnectivity of the themes is further illustrated by the Work Context (B) theme
and External Context (C) theme relationship. Additionally, the experiences of
Academics within the Work Context (B) not only show how this theme impacts on
Personal Context (A) and vice versa, but also how the External Context (C)
impacts on the Work Context (B) through Financial Resources (B1) and
Community Impact (C3) discussed next in the External Context (C) theme.
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8.2.3

External Context (C) Theme
Analysis of the data relating to the External Context (C) theme, reported in

subparagraphs 4.5, 5.5, and 6.5, revealed that:

•

the External Context (C) theme is sculpted by the factors Community
Impact (C3) National Impact (C1), and International Impact (C2) and
described how the external environment, influenced the internal
environment in which Academics were expected to contribute to research
performance;

•

the views of the communities, external to ANRU, and the impact of that on
Academics’ and ANRU’s reputation influenced assessors rating of grant
applications and as such impacted-on research performance and
comprised the Community Impact (C3) category;

•

the influence of the Australian Government, together with the economic
climate that prevailed, and the isolation from other researchers, formed the
National Impact (C1) category; and,

•

opportunities to collaborate with international researchers and the scope
for access to funding through international partnerships had materialised
as international agendas that opened global partnership opportunities and
comprised the International Impact (C2) category.
The External Context (C) played a lesser but vital role in Academics’ quest

for research performance. The ranking of the Community Impact (C3) factor, one of
the factors that have the most facilitating impact on research performance, points
to the importance of the External Context (C). While the External Context (C)
seems distal for the work of ANRU Academics, it played a significant role in how
some experienced Academics moved beyond the internal Work Context (B) in their
experience of research.

8.2.3.1 Theoretical Lens(es)
To have insight into the external context phenomenon one can explore it
through theoretical lenses such: as general systems theory of Von Bertalanffy
(1972); and influential work in human development ecology from Bronfenbrenner
(1981). Several researchers build on the human development ecology such as:
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distal and proximity distances impact as referenced by King and Vaiman (2019),
and Myer and Moore (2006), as well as in the research strategies and research
development of Diezmann (2018). The external influences research by Harman
(2005b) and the Self Determination Theory’s (SDT) job satisfaction and motivation
research of Gagné and Deci (2005) are also theoretical lenses utilised in data
interpretation and discussion, see 8.2.3.3.

8.2.3.2 Review of External Context (C) Data
The open codes, codes and categories/factors that contributed to the
External Context (C) theme and the factor Community Impact (C3) were provided
in Figures 5.12, 5.13, 6.12 and 6.13. Community Impact (C3) was the only External
Context (C) factor nominated as a high-ranking factor by Academics. Figure 8.8
provides a consolidated picture of the Cohorts’ inputs to the last of the most
facilitating factors.

Figure 8.8: Consolidated Cohorts’ Views: External Context (C) Theme
Note: Black = agreement, blue = RLC, green = DOS and red = DOH
The absence of the DOH Academics’ shared experience of community is
evident from the red box outlines. Other than that, and impact not offered by the
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RLC, there are no differences in the open codes offered by the two cohorts. Impact
offered by the DOS Academics is strongly related to their dissatisfaction of the lack
of recognition for the impact their research has on the community. Community,
industry, and benefits indicated the agreement between the DOS and RLC on the
reciprocal relationship between research and communities. The potentially higher
research maturity of researchers in the DOS and their greater engagement with
researchers from other universities, and the RLC’s direct and perhaps more
frequent contact with communities, international researchers and Government
bodies might have been the reasons for specifically offering Community Impact
(C3) as a factor. This focus on community is further explained through the open
code impact offered by the DOS explaining the impact of research on communities
and their support towards research endeavours. Furthermore, were the DOS and
RLC in agreement on the effect of a lack of recognition and prejudice towards
ANRU’s have on university ranking and thus its reputation.

8.2.3.2.1Ranking of the most Facilitating and Hampering External Context (C)
Theme Factors
The External Context (C) theme factor, Community Impact (C3) was
perceived as one of the three most facilitating factors. However, as depicted in
Table 8.7, there were differences in ranking order amongst the three cohorts.
Table 8.7: Cohorts’ Ranking: External Context (C) Factors

#

1

Factors

Community Impact
(C3)

Facilitating

Hampering

DOH
(n = 8)

DOS
(n = 11)

RLC
(n = 6)

DOH
(n = 8)

DOS
(n = 11)

RLC
(n = 6)

3

1

2

-

-

-

None of the Cohorts viewed the factor as impacting negatively on
research performance. However, the three cohorts differed concerning their
importance for the impact on their research performance: the DOS most probably
due to their deeper concerns of the adverse effect of community impact not being
recognised for their research. The RLC, on the other hand, have more contact with
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external communities due to their role expectations, whilst the DOH Academics
had far more intense concerns about their internal environment, for example, the
Work Content (B2).
A significant difference emerged from the various academic levels in the
perceived impact of the External Context (C) factor, Community Impact (C3) as
presented in Table 8.8.
Table 8.8: Academic Levels’ Ranking: External Context (C) Factors

#

1

Factors

Community
Impact (C3)

Facilitating

Hampering

Level E
(n = 8)

Level D &
C
(n = 10)

Level B
(n = 7)

DOH
(n = 8)

DOS
(n = 10)

RLC
(n = 7)

-

1

1

-

-

-

Whilst Levels B and C and D were the only cohorts that ranked
Community Impact (C3) as a significant factor impacting positively on their
research performance. Level E did not rank Community Impact (C3) in the top
three facilitating or hampering factors. Most probably due to the higher-level duties
of Level Es that makes community interaction part of their daily routines, they may
have ranked factors from within the Personal (A) and Work (B) rather than the
External Context. Furthermore, in all probability, they do have established networks
for research facilitation as can be inferred from their high regard of Research
Interactions (A2) as a highly ranked facilitating factor.
Assertion 8.17

Academics further away from community interaction in their daily routine
and/or with less established networks seemed to have a higher regard for
community impact as a facilitating impact than for those even further
distal national and international impacts.

Page 271 of 355

8.2.3.2.2 Comparison of DOH, DOS and RLC Academics’ Experiences of the
External Context (C)
The key findings were provided in Chapters 4, 5 and 6; in the respective
subparagraphs 4.3, 5.3, 6.3 and 4.7, 5.7, and 6.7. The rank-order comparisons
were discussed in Chapter 7, subparagraph 7.6 and highlighted in subparagraph
8.2.1.3.1.
Community Impact (C3) was ranked 1st by the DOS, and 2nd by the RLC.
Although the factor Community Impact (C3) did not emerge from the DOH
Academics’ qualitative analysis, they ranked Community Impact (C3) as the 3rd
most influential facilitating factor. The Community Impact (C3) factor comprised the
codes Community and reputation. Academics’ shared lived experience of the factor
Community Impact (C3) is reported in subparagraphs 4.6.1.1, 5.6.1.1, and 6.6.1.1.
Both the DOS and RLC cohorts, as well as Levels E - C, might be more
experienced regarding the value and impact of reputation and because of this
awareness, built community relations. Therefore, they were less concerned than
Level Bs about the Community Impact (C3) factor. Level Bs indicated that they
found the Research Climate and Culture (B6) as the third-highest hampering
factor, which might explain their need for the importance of interaction with
communities, which they might not have found internally. This need for interaction
combined with, the earlier reported, dissatisfaction supports findings by Seipel and
Larson (2018) concerning relatedness or the need for interaction that through
outside factors, impacting on the individual and mediates the effect of satisfaction.
Community impact effects ANRU’s reputation; however, the positive
benefits flowing from ANRU research to communities were not recognised by
authorities on a national level. This oversight inhibited grant allocations and HDR
attraction for improved research performance and left Academics feeling
powerless.

8.2.3.3 Discussion and Interpretation
Academics, as well as the RLC, indicated that the impact from the
external environment was mostly from Government, which supports findings by
Harman (2005b) that governments employ strategies to influence or coerce
universities and researchers, and external influences that then impacted on their
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work-life and research activities. The work-life impact from community, national
and international factors on Academics’ research performance further supports
affirmations by Gagné and Deci (2005) to the effect of external factors on
motivation and job satisfaction.
Both the codes community and reputation link to tacit and tangible
recognition and support from external resources and thus support findings by Crick
et al. (2019) that relatedness mediates the relation between external support and
satisfaction. The finding highlights the importance of the basic psychological need
of ‘competency’ This contribution is related to the positive or negative
psychological impact on the receipt of community support or not, for research
endeavours through the perception of reputation which is indicative of the
acknowledgement of competency. The link between reputation and competency
supports findings by Sroufe and Gopalakrishna-Remani (2019) that reputation is
directly related to performance and findings of Brewer and Selden (2000) that
organisational performance is partially a result of the competency of its people.
ANRU’s perceived lack of reputation as a research performing institution,
according to the Excellence in Research for Australia (ERA) performance
indicators, is commensurate with ANRU Academics’ internal focussed needs and
perceived impact of the external environment. These needs and focus, support
research findings by Diezmann (2018) into research performance strategies of
institutions which is proportionate to what is more proximate than distal in
conjunction with their research maturity.
The External Context (C) theme, comprising Community Impact (C3),
National (C1), and International Impact (C2), was the only theme where the three
cohorts did not offer the same factors when sharing their experiences. It thus
seems that there were, as could be expected through a social constructivist lens, a
more unified experience from specific cohorts on those factors in their proximity
than those more distal which supports findings by Bronfenbrenner (1981) and
Diezmann (2018). While National (C1) and International (C2) impact emerged as
factors from all three Cohorts’ qualitative data, the factor Community Impact (C3)
was not a prominent theme from the DOH Academics’ data. This exclusion by the
DOH could most probably be ascribed to the high awareness of the perceived
negative impact of their Work Context (B) and consequently, the lower than
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expected research performance. The lower emphasis on the External Context (C)
theme factors further supports the findings of Bronfenbrenner (2005) that those
aspects further from the individual or group will have the least impact on their
behaviour.
The DOS Academics understood universities’ third mission to impact on
communities and its influence on generating funds and university rankings which
supports the findings of Laredo (2007), Montesinos et al. (2008) and Pinheiro et al.
(2015). R16 expressed these views as “we make an effort to engage with the
industry, with communities. That's what we're here for, the community” whereas R
29 linked the impact of Community Impact (C3) to ANRU’s reputation, with the
apparent spinoffs, when asserted “International guys come down that raises our
profile within the community” It becomes apparent from these data that the factor
Community Impact (C3) is a symbiotic relationship with reciprocal value.
Not only did Academics indicate in the Personal Context (A) the loneliness
that discipline isolation brings, they also were frustrated with the geographical
isolation as a hampering factor in building their reputation indicated by R17 with
“we're so far away, we're - we miss opportunity”. This finding supports findings of
individuals’ frustration and the effect on motivation by Ball and Crawford (2020)
and Wu (2020). Prejudice against ANRU further aggrieves Academics as reported
by R30 citing an ARC assessor saying “‘The investigator is very promising, and the
only thing is that this person belongs at the University of [X] not at [ANRU]’”. This
prejudice impacted on reputation, funding and conducting research frustrations that
support wellbeing and performance findings reported earlier too by Baard et al.
(2004); and Deci et al. (2001).

Assertion 8.18
The internal capability of ANRU and the researcher capability in specific
subdisciplines did not inspire confidence in the external research community,
exacerbated by isolation which led to a further lack of collaboration for ANRU
Academics, which impacted on reputation and research funding allocations.
Although not ranked as the most facilitating or hampering factors, all three
cohorts were united in their views that the factor National Impact (C1) does
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influence their research performance through government agencies as evidenced
by R1 “Government policy on what counts in terms of research … government
policies on funding awards to universities, that clearly affects what we can do
because of how the money is distributed” supports reports by Harman (2005b).
Whilst the factors National Impact (C1) and International Impact (C2) were
not seen as influential factors; it indeed highlighted two aspects. First, the
interwoven contexts through the external context impact on the other two contexts
by providing world research agendas and funding, how that influences the
departments’, work context and personal context in terms of the individual’s
wellbeing and research performance. Second, it also confirms that the higher
academic levels were more aware of the facilitating impact of the International
Impact (C2) than Academic Level B due to their proximity to this factor. This
confirmation further supports the proximity versus distal assertions by
Bronfenbrenner (1981) and accordingly, the appropriate research strategies to
improve ERA rankings as found by Diezmann (2018).

Assertion 8.19

International and national research agendas and funding impacted on the
work context with perceived shortages of financial resources, challenging
work content and environmental capability. The work context impacted on
the personal context in the form of some Academics’ wellbeing that was
destabilised by stress and burn-out with potential lower research
performance.
Although the DOH experienced isolation and the lack of collaboration from
external resources as per the overall External Context (C) theme; DOS Academics
experienced individual discipline isolation exacerbated by geographical isolation
and a lack of institutional or researcher reputation too. This isolation supported the
proximity and distal arguments by Bronfenbrenner (2005) and Diezmann (2018)
from an ecosystem perspective in that it denied collaboration with external sources
and left DOS and DOH Academics without opportunities to improve their skills. R13
mentioned the impact of isolation on competency and belonging to a broader group
of expertise as “that’s [isolation] what makes the international collaborations at
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times harder” and supports the basic psychological needs competency and
relations research by Murayama (2012) and relatedness findings of (Crick et al.,
2019).

Assertion 8.20

The effect of the external context left many Academics disenchanted and
most felt lonely in their endeavours towards improved research
performance with a strong perception of bias or prejudice against ANRU.
The DOS and the RLC, apart from the isolation perceived the external
environment as more of an opportunity to collaborate offered by R24 as “the
collaboration, particularly at the international level, will benefit our research quality,
and - and research outputs as well” to extend their competency, and thus
reputation. This benefit is interpreted as successful researchers obtain funding as a
result of their competency which supports Gagné and Deci (2005) findings of the
link between competence and performance, which could potentially lead to
improved reputation and more research funding in ANRU’s case.

8.2.3.4 Summary of the External Context (C) Theme
The following network Figure 8.9 which shows how factors interrelate is
drawn from the comparison, discussion and interpretations of the External Context
(C) data.
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Figure 8.9: Lack of Recognition Impact on Reputation
Academics believed that there was a reciprocally beneficial relationship, in
some areas, due to the positive impact of research on the community and industry.
However, a lack of recognition of these impacts limited any reputational benefits.
This lack of recognition impacted negatively on reputation and rankings which, in
turn, impacts on the attraction of students and experts to the University. This lack
of recognition and impact further left Academics aggrieved, powerless and
stressed, while the isolation contributed to loneliness and dissatisfaction that
contributed to lower motivation levels.

8.2.4

Overall ANRU Context Network
None of the three themes in isolation could provide sufficient evidence

that they can explain the effect of context on research performance or drive
research performance on their own.
An analysis of the factors drawn from the three contexts that have the
most positive and negative influence on research performance at Another New
Research University is illustrated below in Figure 8.10, employing a network.
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Figure 8.10: Research Performance: Contextual Factors Interconnectivity Impact
at ANRU
From analysing the above network, the interaction that the factors have in
this network can be observed and further interpreted as follows. The Personal
Context (A) with its two factors Individual Profile (A1) and Academics’ Interactions
(A2) are impacted by the Financial Resources (B1) and the Environmental
Capability (B3) from the Work Context (B) theme respectively. These impacts have
the effect of approach-approach conflicts in the form of identity work which impacts
on the Work Context (B). Within the Work Context (B) theme, the Work Content
(B2) further created competing demands mainly between teaching and research
which led to a host of conflicting emotions such as love and joy for and of teaching
and research but being overwhelmed, anxious, and agitated. This Personal
Context (A) and Work Context (B) factors impact on the External Context (C) with
effects on the community impact and reputation that influences the overall rankings
and in turn impact again on reputation.
The external context impact on the work context and personal context and
vice versa in their contribution to research performance. These interactions of the
factors with one another support findings by Uslu (2017) that direct and indirect
connections amongst factors supporting research performance and that
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relatedness mediates between factors that impact on Academics’ overall
satisfaction (Crick et al., 2019) and their performance. These findings further
support the Self Determination Theory (SDT) claims of Crick et al. (2019) and Deci
and Ryan (1985a) that psychological needs mediate between the environment and
satisfaction and eventually wellbeing of the Academic.
The mini theories of SDT as explained in Deci and Ryan (1985b), Basic
Psychological Needs (BPN), Cognitive Evaluation Theory (CET), and Organismic
Integration Theory (OIT) respectively confirmed the motivational needs;
competency, autonomy and relatedness which have been proven to indicate
satisfaction. In turn, the link between job satisfaction and performance has been
confirmed by Judge and Bono (2001a) too, which led this researcher to believe that
findings from this study not only indicate that some Academics at ANRU who are
dissatisfied may experience serious health issues and as a result cannot perform
their best. Furthermore, the causes for dissatisfaction as reported here need to be
addressed so that the right context can be created to reach the expected research
performance.
Together with the general systems theory, SDT, bio-ecological systems
theory, JDR/C theory, and Planned Change theory the basis of a bio-ecologicalwork performance theoretical model intertwined with an Adaptive HighPerformance Research Implementation Framework is starting to emerge.
The 11 factors all impact academic staffs’ satisfaction and more
specifically, the six factors ranked as the most hampering and facilitating by the
cohorts surveyed and thus performance. As such, the factors and Academics’
satisfaction experience of the factors further supports the finding by Judge et al.
(2001b) of the impact of job satisfaction on performance. While fully cognisant of
the fact that the Crick et al. (2019) study looked at overall factors, derived from
Structured Equation Modelling (SEM), that impacted the satisfaction of academic
staff in general and most notably in the teaching sub-discipline. There are positive
relationships and support for their study, especially concerning the dissatisfaction
that Academics reported in this study. This study differs from the results found by
Crick et al. (2019) in that it contributes by separating personal context, for example,
their Personal and Family Support variable, factors from the work context factors
and that it also found external context factors impacting on Academics’ ability to
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perform. This difference in labels between the studies is probably due to the
COACHE survey results used by Crick et al. (2019), for example, a questionnaire
following precisely labelled constructs and addressed through the lenses of job
satisfaction and SDT for Teaching and Service satisfaction. Also, this study
contributes to knowledge in that it added research performance and revealed the
research professional sub identity of research in a young university.

8.3

Towards an Emergent Theoretical Model and Implementation
Strategies
On face value, it might seem obvious to take all the correct process steps,

e.g. strategic planning, recruit and appoint people according to the capabilities
needed, orientate, induct, develop and reward them, and have all the High
Performing Work Systems and Practices in place to ensure high performance in
the organisation. However, the dynamic living creatures within those systems will
only perform when and if all the contexts are in harmony and synchronised.
Researchers are not stagnant either in how they act on a day to day basis, and
neither does their environment stays constant. This dynamism within people, the
environment and interactions amongst people and the environment led to ‘outcome
behaviours’ which cannot be controlled but facilitated for improved performance.
As mentioned in the literature review, the behaviour is a function of both
personality and the situation or context posited as a formula (Bronfenbrenner,
1988; Lewin et al., 1936). The researcher builds onto this formula and suggests
that in the context of this study research performance, as an ‘outcome behaviour’,
can be formalised as OB=f(P x IC x EC). The formula is described as Outcome
Behaviour (OB) or research performance which is a function (f) of the Personal
profile (P), the Individual’s Context (IC) - where IC is made up of Education, Work,
and Life Experience and Exposure, and the Explicit Context (EC) the individual is
exposed too. The influence of the multidirectional effect of personal context, work
context and external context on each other has been confirmed with findings from
this study and supports reasoning regarding the meaning of proximity which could
be positive and negative by Merçon‐Vargas et al., (2020).
To ensure the best possible ‘outcome behaviours’ OD specialists and
research leaders would be better positioned in supporting an institution with a
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model and an adaptive framework which they can apply with plug and play theories
and processes for collaborative contextualised interventions to keep the contexts
and the incumbents in harmony and synchronised. This harmony should lend itself
to psychological and physically healthy, motivated academics and optimum
research performance.
To the researcher’s knowledge, current literature utilises the constructs
systems and practices interchangeable in the High Performing Work
Systems/Practices theory. This researcher’s view is that practices embody the
‘what and how’ of actions executed ‘within’ a holistic interrelated network or system
and should not be used as substitutes for each other.

8.3.1.1 An Adaptive Research Performance Model and Framework
A contextual research integrative systems model, nested in a shell
framework that is adaptive, supportive, and agile to specific organisational contexts
and initiatives could support the harmony between the staff and their contexts.
Depicted in Figure 8.11 is an example of such an integrative contextual systems
research performance model in an adaptive framework created from the data.
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Figure 8.11: Illustrative Adaptive High Research Performance Implementation Model and Framework
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The illustrative model and framework in Figure 8.11 consist of the themes
that emerged from this study. The themes, represented by three amber and grey
circles, form the integrative contextual systems research performance model. This
model is nested in the framework which is demarcated by strategies, theories,
intervention approaches and outcomes. The framework provides a theoretical
based strategic approach where the aspired outcomes are improved reputation
through research performance. The launch of the framework includes a planned
changed approach and strategic goals that align with the vision, purpose, and
values (VPV) of the institution and work design and workforce planning.
Implementation and delivery initiatives or interventions are supported by applicable
theory and planned change theory and approaches per context. These alignments
are ideally done from a motivational perspective, as we were made aware in this
study that motivated staff are more satisfied and report to perform better. The
theories and interventions that support the overall perspective should be
implemented holistically and with integrated systems and design mindset. These
theories and approaches originate in workforce planning. They are first most
nested in the personal context which includes psychological and personality
theories with interventions from the depth and social psychologies, for example,
factor and trait assessments to create and match the best suitable person in the
personal context with matching staff profiles. Interventions such as mapping and
ensuring that job profiles align with the organisational values, to create and sustain
an ideal personal context can be achieved through recruitment, assessment, and
selection (RAS) practices and behaviour and learning supported orientation and
induction. In the work context, practitioners should be aware of work and
performance theories that might include high-performance working systems and
practices. These theories should include interventions such as aligned work design
and employee value propositions (EVPs), commitment and engagement
interventions and individual and team development mapped to the ideal
competency/capabilities for the job environment. Within the external context, but
not excluding the personal and or work context quick adaption with political power
and influences theories need to be addressed. This adaption might need 360
degrees communication for transparency; creating an agile, creative, innovation
culture where staff believe and practice the correct application of power influence
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and cooperation. This influence and cooperation take place with an institutional
team approach against the competition in line with an institution’s VPV, which
should lead to ethical research performance and a reputation backed by integrity.

8.4

Chapter Summary
This Chapter interpreted and synthesised findings about the impacts of

context on research performance as experienced by Academics from two
Academic Departments one from the Humanities and the other from the Natural
Sciences, and a Research Leaders Cohort.
The Personal Context (A) factors Individual Profile (A1), Academics’
Interactions (A2) and External Context (C) factor Community Impact (C3)
represented the three most facilitating factors for ANRU Academics. All the cohorts
and academic levels reported Work Context (B) factors as the top three factors
hampering research performance, namely: Financial Resources (B1),
Environmental Capability (B3), and Work Content (B2). The DOH was the only
cohort that also ranked Financial Resources (B1) and Work Content (B2) as the
most facilitating factors. This coincidence should be viewed as when these two
factors are conducive and available, they have a positive impact, but when absent,
they impact negatively on research performance. More differences appeared in the
rankings of the Work Context (B) factors than the Personal Context (A) factors. The
differences between cohorts and academic levels can be ascribed to differences in
the work contexts of academic disciplines and how they are experienced.
DOH Academics experienced a higher level of conflict between attending
to teaching versus research as well as work-family interference (WFI). Whereas,
the DOS Academics were more concerned about the lack of a work-life balance
(WLB) as well as interaction opportunities that could lead to improved research
performance, which both contributed to them questioning their professional
identities. The DOH’s Academics wellbeing was more at risk than the DOS due to
the more intense experience of competing demands and lack of control in the
absence of ANRU’s perceived support. Academics with a strong discipline
professional identity, created during their professional training, will have more
difficulty to identify with the occupational identity academic and specifically the role-
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identity research in the absence of well-integrated and supportive systems which
could impact their wellbeing.
The work context, also, contributed more negatively to the Academics’
personal context in that there are instances where the lack of support, the
competing demands and a lack of integrated high performing work systems and
practices in the environment probably caused ill mental health experiences and
these were reported more frequently from the DOH than the DOS Academics.
Research leadership, more distal to research on the operational level, are less
aware of challenges researchers experience that lead to the perception that
leadership are unsupportive of research performance. Where negatively
experienced, the work context has a more substantial impact on Academics’
dissatisfaction which potentially impacted their research performance more than
what their personal context had as reported in 8.2.1.3 and contributed to a
hampering impact on the personal context. Motivated Academics, in their
professional capacity, can still be dissatisfied with their work environment where
the work context is perceived as unsupportive, unfair and hampering their
performance.
The internal capability of ANRU and the researcher capability in specific
subdisciplines did not inspire confidence within the external research community
and that resulted, for ANRU Academics, in isolation which led to a further lack of
collaboration which impacted on research funding allocations. The effect of the
external context left a large contingency of Academics disenchanted and most felt
lonely in their endeavours towards improved research performance with a strong
perception of bias or prejudice against ANRU.
The researcher conceptualised a framework at the start of the study (see
Figure 2.2 in chapter 2 or figure 8.1 in chapter 8) and adapted a model with
findings from the study to present the theoretical model within an adaptive
framework (Figure 8.11) which could assist a young university like ANRU to
become more competitive in research performance.
Chapter 9 is the final chapter of this thesis, the experiences, key findings
and assertions that have emerged from the three cases and discussed in this
chapter will form the basis for the conclusions drawn from this study. These
conclusions will provide answers to the research questions which guided the study.
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Chapter 9: Conclusion

9.1

Introduction
The key purpose of this study was to explore the contextual factors that

enable and/or constrain research performance at Another New Research
University (ANRU) with an overarching research question of how do contextual
factors impact research performance at Another New Research University?
Context does matter as indicated by Kurt Lewin with “every event depends
on the totality of the contemporary situation” (Lewin et al., 1936). The significance
of context is evident in the differences in the research performances amongst
countries, between Australia's leading research-intensive universities (Go8) and
other Australian Universities, as well as between two different young universities.
The impact of context is further confirmed by the differences between the two
ANRU departments and amongst several academic levels as revealed in this
study. Thus, it would be wise to consider that the context could matter in all
research situations for all researchers, and contextual factors should be taken into
consideration when planning strategies for improved research performance.
The findings of this study and answers to the research questions are
presented as conclusions below.

9.2

Conclusions
The key purpose of the study was to explore the contextual factors that

impact research performance at Another New Research University (ANRU). As
reported in Chapters 5-7, research performance at ANRU is impacted by three
contextual domains, namely: the individual Academic’s personal context, the work
context and the external context which formed the three domains of a theoretical
framework for research performance at ANRU. These three contextual domains
comprised 11 factors that impacted on the Academics’ research performance. The
11 factors with their descriptions are provided in Table 9.1.
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Table 9.1: Research Performance Contextual Factors

Personal Context
Researcher’s Individual Profile comprises those attributes, emotions, traits,
behaviours and the individual’s personal circumstances that impact on their research
performance.
Academics’ Interactions are those collaborations they view as opportunities to learn,
showcase their research and finding research opportunities which impact on their
research performance.

Work Context
Financial Resources describe what affect the availability and utilisation of various
types of monetary aspects have in the research domain.
Work Content describes what internal job-related factors impact on their work/lifestyle
activities and research performance.
Environmental Capability constitutes those aspects inherent to the environment that
impact on their research performance.
Conducting Research constitutes those factors throughout the research process from
the expectation to research through to the reception of the reward for publishing that
impact the outcome of their research performance.
Institutional Leadership constitutes those directional and governance aspects
introduced by the Institution and their leadership that impact on their research
performance.
Research Climate and Culture are those conditions that constitute the way and
atmosphere in which research academics operate.

External Context
Community Impact constitutes the impact and influence communities, and industry
partners have on research performance.
The National Agenda describes National and State Government legislation,
regulations and guidelines within which research is conducted and the impact thereof
on research performance.
The International Agenda categorised those International agendas that provide global
opportunities and influence community thoughts on research direction and ultimately,
research performance.

The domains and their composite factors helped explain the research leaders
and active researchers’ experiences of research at ANRU and provide answers to
the research questions.

Research Question 1: How did research leaders and active
researchers perceive the impact of external and internal contextual factors
on research performance at Another New Research University?
Research leaders were from two distinct contexts, namely from the
Academic Departments’ (ADLs) and Central Research Leadership Services
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(CSRL). Apart from the expected difference concerning the ADLs’ perception of the
centralised support they received, these two sub-cohorts agreed and perceived the
impact of the emerged factors similarly (See Assertion 8.3). The Research
Leadership Cohort (RLC) expressed their concern that Academics misjudged their
competency and competitive levels and are consequently not competitive in
securing national competitive research grants. They were also concerned about
resistance to changes that might improve research performance; however, leaders
lacked total awareness of the challenges researchers experience (See Assertion
8.10). Academics from both the Academic Departments, the Department of
Humanities (DOH) and the Department of Sciences (DOS), were frustrated and
wellbeing suffered under competing demands, a lack of support such as funding,
opportunities to interact with other researchers and build collaboration networks
and skills (See Assertion 8.4, 8.18 and 8.19). The lack of networking and a strong
perception of prejudice against ANRU left many Academics feeling lonely in their
endeavours and disenchanted (See Assertion 8.20).

Research Question 2: How did research leaders and active
researchers, from different appointment levels and disciplines, vary in their
perceptions of contextual factors impacting on research performance at
Another New Research University?
In response to Research Question 2 the negative perception of the factors
hampering research performance (See Assertion 8.7) at ANRU, can be explained
in terms of the three factors that most hamper research performance. The negative
impact that contextual factors, especially from the work context, have on research
performance was agreed upon by most research leaders and active researchers
from different appointment levels and disciplines. Broadly within a similar overall
context, different disciplines, and from different academic levels, the same
contextual factors were perceived as impacting on research performance as well
as the effect of the context themes on each other (See Assertion 8.1 and 8.18 –
8.20). Not only did different appointment levels (See Assertion 8.1) vary in their
perception of the impact of contextual factors, but Academic Departments (See
Assertions 8.3, and 8.5) also differed on the level of impact the factors have in their
potential to perform in research. These differences were most notably with regards
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to the different experiences of the immediate work context (See Assertion 8.2, 8.7
to 8.9 and 8.13 to 8.15). The DOH Academics experienced a higher level of
competing demands stemming from teaching and research, which caused workfamily interference (WFI) impacting on their wellbeing. The DOS Academics, on the
other hand, were more concerned about Family Work Interference (FWI) and if a
work-life balance (WLB) was exercised, it clashed with interaction opportunities
that could lead to improved research performance (See Assertion 8.5 and 8.6).
These concerns of a WLB clashing with interaction opportunities led to them to
question their roles, primary and nested work identities (See Assertion 8.2, 8.13
and 8.15).
The most significant difference in the academic levels stems from which
contextual factors the different academic levels deemed as facilitating and or
hampering contextual factors (See Assertion 8.3, 8.10 and 8.17). Although there
was a high level of accord on the factors that impact research performance
academic levels differed in their rank ordering of hampering factors. The most
significant differences in factors were the academics at level B, who have a higher
exposure to teaching than research and found the work context less conducive
(See Assertion 8.1, 8.7 and 8.16). The Academic Level Es, with more frequent
interaction with external networks, did not seem to find this proximal impact a
facilitating factor whilst the Academic levels B to C who experienced less
opportunity for networking found this a facilitating aspect. Academic level B was
the only academic level that offered Conducting Research in the top three as a
facilitating factor (See Assertion 8.7 and 8.17) which is another direct work-related
factor.

Research Question 3: Which of these contextual factors do research
leaders and researchers perceive to have the most influence (positive or
negative) on research performance at Another New Research University?
The three factors that had the highest overall impact on research
performance at ANRU were all hampering factors from the Work Context (B)
namely: Financial Resources (B1), Work Content (B2), and Environmental
Capability (B3). See Assertions 8.2, 8.3, 8.5, 8.6 and 8.7 to 8.15.
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The competing demands and workload, together with a lack of a
supportive environment created a non-conducive research experience. The impact
not only effected the personal context in general, but also created uncertainty
amongst Academics concerning their professional, occupational, and nested role
identities. This hampering impact affected wellbeing, in some instances, most
notably stress and burnout.
The work context factors were not only impacted by the external context
factors (See Assertion 8.18) but also the personal context factors (See Assertion
8.15).
Overall, research leaders and active researchers reported the factors that
had the most facilitating impact on research performance at ANRU as:
Researcher’s Individual Profile (A1), Academics’ Interactions (A2), Communities
(C3), including industry partners, and Financial Resources (B1). Facilitating factors
represented all three contextual domains. These factors could represent the high
research performing Academics, indicative of capable researchers, who have the
preferred characteristics, interact with the community, and have funding support. It
also represents what Academics reported as what they might need to deliver the
expected research performance. On a positive to negative continuum, the reverse
of the negative impacts (See Assertions 8.12 to 8.15) would also represent these
reported facilitating factors.

Overarching Research Question: How do contextual factors impact
research performance at Another Research University?
The 11 contextual factors that emerged, and more specifically the six most
hampering and facilitating factors, exposed the significant impact that context has
on: the personal circumstances and consequently the professional, and sub
identity conflict Academics experienced. These personal context aspects were
aggravated by a perceived non-supportive work context which further impact on
dissatisfaction and motivation of the Academic. The affective experience reportedly
hampers their research performance and ANRU’s reputation. The effect of the
internal and external environment resulted in Academics being disenchanted with
their research performance situation, which resulted in at-risk wellbeing.
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It is clear from these hampering and facilitating factors that: The six
ranked factors from the Personal Context (A), Work Context (B) - See Assertion
8.12 - and External Context (C) themes impacted individually and in concert on
research performance and had a significant impact on the Academics’ wellbeing
(See Assertions 8.2, 8.5, 8.6 and 8.16). On the other hand, if Academics possess
characteristics that can cope with the demands and are aligned with the role
specifications, they could improve research performance (See Assertion 8.6).
The external context (See assertions 8.16 – 8.20), and more specifically
the perceived reputation which impacted funding, affected not only the work
context (See Assertions 8.7 – 8.15), but also the personal context (See Assertions
8.1 – 8.6) and especially the feelings of loneliness and disenchantment. The work
context further impacted on the personal context with specific reference to
competing demands, questioning of identities and frustration that lead to stress and
burnout in some instances.

9.3

Contribution to Knowledge
Thus far, to the researcher’s knowledge, few studies of research

performance have considered the full range of personal, work, and external
contexts. Most other studies have concentrated on viewing the phenomenon
through the work context lens. This study not only revealed how the three contexts
impacted on research performance but also highlighted the compounding impact of
factors across the three domains.
The study further supports Diezmann’s (2018) findings of ‘Instilling’
universities and highlights the fact that young universities, with comparable
contexts to ANRU, are more likely to have lower research performance outputs due
to, competing demands amongst teaching, research and service; financial
constraints; and a lower research performance reputation (Khor & Yu, 2016; Miotto
et al., 2020). ANRU’s experienced research reputation suffers explicitly due to the
personal context of Academics, namely lacking the opportunity to build skills and
interact with other researchers, the impact on family-work interference, work-life
balance, and work-family interference. These aspects impacted wellbeing as well.
All these aspects hampered research performances and could affect the attraction
of the best HDR students and reputable researchers.
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Further to the research questions a model was developed. This model is
in response to the problem statement for this study provided in paragraph 1.2,
namely: “Contextual factors that enable and/or constrain research performance, in
mainly young universities, are not fully understood nor integrated into a
framework”.
This model, together with the ‘outcome behaviour’ formula, which reads
OB=f(P x IC x EC), represents a significant contribution from this study in that it
exemplifies the theoretical context model of which impacting factors will differ from
context to context. This theoretical context model is nested in a high performance
OD framework as an adaptive high-performance research model and framework,
Figure 8.11 in chapter 8.3.11, represented as Figure 9.1 in this chapter.

Figure 9.1: Illustrative Adaptive High Research Performance Implementation
Model and Framework
The model is based on the data stemming from the exploration presented
as factors which impact research performance. It synthesised the contextual
factors and integrated them into a framework that comprises personal, work, and
external context themes. This synthesis further contributed to the quest for
integration stated in the second part of the problem statement. The model further
highlights the integration of these contexts with typical theories and interventions
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aligned with organisation strategies. OD practitioners and relevant stakeholders,
such as research leaders, could use the model to improve research performance
by promoting and implementing comprehensive, holistic, and integrated strategies
for improved research performance.

9.4

Limitations
The scope of the study was to explore contextual factors impacting on

research performance in two Academic Departments within a Young University.
Given the variations in experiences of research in different contexts across
disciplines, academic levels, researcher and leader roles, the findings are clearly
bound to the context. Therefore, the generalisation of the findings needs to be
undertaken with caution.
Due to the restrained focus of the study, reporting the personal context
and more specifically, the individual profile, with reliable, in-depth psychometric
assessment data, was not desirable and not undertaken. Likewise, more proximal
work context factors probably prevented the DOH participants, with a time-poor
perception, to provide thick experiences of the distal community impact to enrich
the External Context (C) theme that emerged. However, the DOS and RLC
provided ample detail to explore this factor.
Nevertheless, given that there are significant commonalities in how
different levels from different departments view the impacting factors, there is
sufficient direction provided by the findings to make recommendations about the
strategies universities might employ for improved research performance.

9.5

Implications
This research showed that within a relatively similar overall context,

different disciplines and to a large extent, different academic levels, will broadly
perceive the same contextual factors, as revealed by this study, impacting on their
research performance. They will, however, have different experiences of the level
of impact the aspects have on their research performance. ANRU could provide
academic departments with generic guidelines and advice to adapt and employ
coherent research strategies fitting the context of the institution, the academic
department, and its academic levels to improve ERA ratings.
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None of the factors or contextual themes on their own drive or sustain
research performance in isolation. The academics in these multiple contexts need
the support of a holistic, systemic organisation view, which can influence the
external context and adapt to its demands led by strategic leadership and
supportive management and institutionalised management work structures. The
outcomes of this study can add to, and elaborate those that characterise highranking Australian universities as reported by Uslu (2017) as ‘Encouraging
Leadership’ and supportive ‘Management Structures’, selection norms for
‘Financial and Human Resource Investment’ and ‘Intra/Interpersonal Motivators’.
These contextual factors also show substantial alignment with the research
strategies universities employ for improved research performance (Diezmann,
2018). Still, the specific context determines the hampering and facilitating factors
which amplify the difference between a young university like ANRU and the topranked and research-intensive universities. The direct implication of the results
indicates that:
•

recruitment and selection practices need revisiting to ensure not only a
job-fit but also organisational-fit, which includes aspects such as the
psychological contract. Establishing this fit upfront is needed as
academics are mostly satisfied with their professional roles. However,
they are dissatisfied with the perceived contradiction between the
psychological contract and support in their work environment to the
extent that there are role identity conflicts and concerns for wellbeing;

•

orientation, induction, individual and team development programmes
need adjustments, and ANRU’s Research Leader Cohort could support
academic departments, primarily academic level B’s and new entries with
induction. Induction should be aimed towards the vision, values,
strategies and academic role expectation, and research development
skills especially in the Humanities; and

•

the whole Institution, on all academic levels, can benefit from the
implementation of High-Performance Work Practices and Systems with
applicable organisation development principles and where absent
change principles.
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9.6

Recommendations
OD interventions at its core is premised on a shared, collective

engagement of the issues with agents of change and the client system. This
engagement means intimately collaborating on all levels from the initial
conceptualisation of the symptomatic behaviour through to the shared diagnosis,
interpretation and considered collective action in response to needed change
(Burke, 2018). This collaboration and 'action research' philosophy has been central
to the success of OD interventions compared to the failures of conventional change
management recipes (Kaiser, 2018).
Several assertions (See Appendix 9.1) were derived from the analysis and
interpretation of results which can inform a strategic program for the enhancement
of research performance. However, in the systemic philosophy of OD and the
suggested illustrative integrated research performance model and framework, a
holistic and integrated program of interventions should be agreed upon by the
client and the OD practitioner. These strategies below, implemented as a coherent
program, are consistent with an overall OD approach which could be summarised
as follows:
•

Implement a research vision linked to the ANRU strategic goals and
develop research strategies fitting the ANRU context adaptable to
different departments and academic levels.

•

Implement HPWS&P that will support research managers and
researchers in their performance endeavours.

•

Appoint according to person-job-institution-fit and provide customised
development for improved research performance in respect to personal,
interpersonal, technical research systems and practices and specific
research skills to each academic level and research supervisors and
leaders.

•

Implement specific strategies to assist researcher and research leaders
to interact with internal, national, and international researchers and
research bodies to improve the existing perceptions of reputation.
The above program of implementation strategies amongst others

implemented in a planned change approach, should improve research
performance for a young university like ANRU. This strategic program can be
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implemented with an ‘adapted for context’ model and framework as depicted as an
illustration earlier in Figure 8.11 and expanded on in the model provided as Figure
9.1.
A logical next step, following this thesis, will be refining of the emerged
factors for a quantitative survey. It is suggested that the refinement applies a
Bifactor ESEM (Reise, 2012) to determine if any of the selected item responses for
the 11 identified factors load onto any single general factor. Some personal
characteristics and professional identity aspects specific to ANRU surfaced.
Further research to determine the unique personality profile for a researcher,
included nested identity drivers, is needed to assist in matching researchers to the
specific role and context of the institution.

9.7

Concluding Comments
Performance and organisation effectiveness are complex constructs that

are impacted by the context. The essential variable in this context is the human
being, or in this case, researchers, collaborators, leaders/managers and support
staff.
Research performance, as an ‘outcome behaviour’, can be formalised as
OB=f(P x IC x EC), which with a holistic and integrated organisational development
approach that facilitate specific behaviour outcomes could support researchers in
their performance. This approach, which not only assists in internalising what
should be achieved, also institutionalises the strategy through implementation and
maintaining support mechanisms for the particular context of which the contextual
factors are known. This process can be summarised as follows: employ capable,
reputable leaders with the appropriate mindset who appoint researchers who fit the
researcher profile. Also, develop and lead the researcher with an internalised view
of being a researcher or balanced academic in an environment that is created with
sound organisation development principles for capable motivated people,
institutionalised systems, and practices. This approach should create the optimum
climate and culture for research and recognise and reward the performance of the
researcher accordingly and appropriately.
Chapter 9 provides an overall conclusion for the entire thesis. The
researcher asserts that all institutional leaders and organisation development
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specialists should institutionalise and integrate the internalisation of the vision and
values of the institution for a high-performance culture. Creating this culture is
possible by implementing high performing work systems and practices that support
the institutionalisation of the institution’s vision and values. Integrating appropriate
development programs with institutionalisation could foster internalisation of the
vision and values by the staff. This approach should be a holistic, integrated effort
that creates the required performance culture, as depicted in Figure 9.1.
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Appendices
Appendix 3.1: Information Memorandum
Factors that facilitate and/or hamper research performance.
Dear [Name],
I am Johann P Groenewald, a PhD Candidate at Edith Cowan University in the
School of Education. My supervisors are Associate Professor Glenda CampbellEvans and Emeritus Professor Mark Hackling. I am conducting research into the
contextual factors that facilitate and/or hamper research performance. This research
project is being undertaken as part of the requirements of a PhD at Edith Cowan
University and has been approved by the ECU Human Research Ethics Committee
(Project no 13353).
The findings of the PhD research will provide significant insight for researchers,
research leaders and management about these enabling and/or hampering factors
and their influence on research performance. This should assist [ANRU] to
implement research informed strategies that better support research activity.
Participation: Research leaders and researchers from two schools have been
selected as a suitable environment for this research. Depending on your academic
profile (research leader or research activity) you had been drawn into the sample
and now asked to participate in an initial interview of approximately one hour. You
might also be asked to clarify aspects emerging from the first round of interviews.
The interviews will be audio recorded to help with note taking and will be conducted
at a time and place convenient to you. Upon agreement to participate, you will
receive a calendar invite. You will also receive a request to assist in rating the
contextual factors obtained from the interviews; this will take a maximum of 10
minutes of your time. Your participation is voluntary, and you can withdraw from the
study at any time without any consequence. Kindly let me know if you are not
interested in participating in any of the suggested research phases by copying and
pasting the words “Not interested” into the subject line of an email to
Use of Research data: All recorded information and transcripts will be
allocated a number and a pseudonym. All the information you provide will be coded,
kept confidential and accessed only by the researcher, his supervisors and
professional transcribers who are bound by a confidentiality agreement. The
information gathered will be aggregated with the responses from other participants
and all data being reported anonymously to limit the possibility of a person being
identified in any reports of the research. The interviews will be tape-recorded to
assist in the accurate documentation of your views. Some extracts from the interview
transcripts will be included in reports. Any such extracts quoted in reports of the
research will be presented anonymously so they cannot be attributed to any one
person. There is a possibility of some participants, because of their position, being
potentially identifiable from their quotes. In these cases, any references to your work
discipline, in the reported data, will be omitted. Where necessary, the quotes will be
checked with the participants before being included in reports of the research. All
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data will be used for research purposes only. The recordings and transcripts will be
retained for a period of seven years under lock and key and will then be destroyed.
In the unlikely event that you experience any uneasiness, due to the study, you
can either contact the researcher, be referred for assistance or exercise your right
to withdraw from the study. Your participation is voluntary, and you can withdraw at
any time without any prejudice. You will appreciate that once information has been
recorded and transcribed there will not be a link to you and as such, the information
cannot be identified and deleted.
Kind regards
Johann P Groenewald
PhD Candidate
Edith Cowan University Office 34.534 | Joondalup Campus
Telephone: (+61 8) 6304 2542 | Mobile: (+

The contact details for my supervisors are as follows:
Principal Supervisor
Associate Supervisor
Glenda Campbell-Evans
Mark Hackling
Associate Professor
Emeritus Professor
Director Research and Higher Degrees
School of Education
School of Education
ECU Office JO8.336
Telephone: (+61 8) 6304 2500
Telephone:
Email: g.campbell_evans@ecu.edu.au
Email: m.hackling@ecu.edu.au
If you would like to contact an independent person about this study then please contact Kim
Gifkins: Research Ethics Officer Phone 6304 2170 or Email: Research.ethics@ecu.edu.au
Edith Cowan University, 270 Joondalup Drive, JOONDALUP 6027
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Appendix 3.2: Consent Form

JOONDALUP CAMPUS
270 Joondalup Drive
Joondalup
Western Australia 6027
Telephone 63042542
Facsimile: (08) 93001257

Factors that facilitate and/or hamper research performance.
•

I have been provided with a letter explaining the research, and I understand
the letter.

•

I understand how the research population was determined.

•

I have been given the opportunity to ask questions and all my questions have
been answered satisfactorily.

•

I am aware that I can contact (Associate Professor Glenda Campbell- Evans)
or the Research Ethics Officer if I have any further queries, or if I have concerns
or complaints. I have been given their contact details in the Information Letter.

•

I understand that participating in this research will involve:
o

an interview,

o

my voice being recorded,

o

examples, of de-identified, narratives being published; and or

o

rating contextual factors by means of a questionnaire.

•

I consent to having my voice recorded during this research.

•

I understand that the researcher will be able to identify me in the case of
interviews, but that all the information will be coded, kept confidential and will
be accessed only by the researcher, his supervisors and, where applicable,
professional transcribers who are bound by a confidentiality agreement.

•

I understand that all the data that is reported will be reported anonymously.

•

I am aware that the information collected during this research will be used in
publications and stored in a locked cabinet at ECU for seven years after the
completion of the research.

•

I understand that I can withdraw from the research at any time without
prejudice.
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•

I freely agree to participate in this research:

I___________________________________________________________
(the participant)
(Please print full name)
I have read the accompanying information sheet and information memorandum
concerning the study and any questions I have asked, have been answered to my
satisfaction. I understand the nature and intent of the study and agree to participate
in this activity realising that my participation is voluntary and that I can withdraw
without prejudice.
Signed ____________________________ Date ____________________
If you would like to contact an independent person about this study, then please contact Kim
Gifkins:
Research Ethics Officer
Phone 6304 2170
Email: Research.ethics@ecu.edu.au
Edith Cowan University,
270 Joondalup Drive,
JOONDALUP
6027
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Appendix 3.3: Transcriber Confidentiality Statement

JOONDALUP CAMPUS
270 Joondalup Drive
Joondalup
Western Australia 6027
Telephone

Research Transcription: Factors that facilitate and/or hamper research
performance.
•
•
•
•

I have been contracted to provide a professional transcribing service.
I am aware that participants provided their consent to having their voice
recorded and transcribed during this research; and that
they are promised that all the information they give will be coded, kept
confidential and will be accessed only by the researcher, his supervisors
and transcribers that signed an Ethics Declaration.
I hereby declare that I will:
o
Transcribe and handle the data with the intent provided and as
understood by the participants;
o
Provide an accurate transcription of the digital recording;
o
Not discuss the content of the digital recording and/or transcription
with anyone;
o
Not keeping any digital, ecopy and/or other soft or hard copies of
the information provided to me for transcription; and
o
Provide all forms of information pertaining to the assigned
transcription to the researcher on or before the agreed date of
transcription.

I___________________________________________
(the transcriber) (Please print full name)
have read the accompanying information sheet concerning the study and my
ethical duties I understand the nature and intent of the study and agree to
transcribing the information as good as the digital recording allows me.
Signed _________________________ Date _____________________
If you would like to contact an independent person about this study, then please contact Kim
Gifkins:
Research Ethics Officer Phone 6304 2170 or Email: Research.ethics@ecu.edu.au
Edith Cowan University, 270 Joondalup Drive, JOONDALUP 6027
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Appendix 3.4: Semi-structured Interview Guide

Lead Question, Set Questions and Potential Follow-up Questions
1

Interview Schedule Introduction to Interviewee
Thank you for being willing to assist in this important research.
I would like to explain the format of the interview to you. I would like to know
your experience of how contextual factors have impacted on research
leadership and research at [ANRU] for the three years ending December 2015.
Towards the end, I will provide a brief summary of what I heard and ask you if
you would like to add anything else.

Researchers
1

Lead Question for researchers (reiterate three last three years, for
example end 2015). Keeping in mind the purpose of the study, which is to

explore those contextual factors that assist and/or hamper your research
performance at [ANRU], I’m interested to hear your story of how you
experience research at [ANRU]?
1.2 What will affect your research productivity moving forward? (Listening
for additional contextual factors and their impact)
1.3 How does (the mentioned factor) impact on your research performance?
(If the impact was not clear from the above)
1.4 Closing the Interview
1.4.1 Provide a brief summary of the interview and ask if the interviewee has
anything to add.
1.4.2 Thank the interviewee for his /her time and cooperation to participate
in this important endeavour.
Research leaders
Provide the same preamble as used for researchers
1

Lead Questions for research leaders (three years up to December 2015)

1.1 Keeping in mind the purpose of the study, which is to explore those
contextual factors that assist and/or hamper research performance at
[ANRU], I’m interested to hear your story of how you experienced
leading and facilitating research at [ANRU]?
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Note: Follow-up with more specific questions from leads provided
in answering one where needed.
1.2 What contextual factors in your experience impacted on researchers’
performance at [ANRU]?
1.3 What contextual factors did you take into consideration for your research
development strategy, systems, policy and procedures at [ANRU]?
1.4 In which way did [ANRU] research strategies, systems, policies and/or
procedures support or hamper research performance?
1.5 How did (the mentioned factor) impact on the research performance of
[ANRU]? (If the impact was not clear from the above).
2

Further Follow-up Questions These will cover aspects on proximal
and distal dimensions. If any; how did internal [ANRU] (institutional) and
external factors have

a presence

in your experience as a

researcher/research leader?
Closing the interview phase
3

You mentioned several aspects impacting on your research activities.
Are there any other? If any is offered follow-up with:

3.1 How do these impacts on your research performance? if not clear
3.2 How do they specifically hinder or facilitate your research performance?
4

Provide a brief summary of the interview and ask if the interviewee has
anything to add.

5

I also would like to check your views on some of the aspects that
emerged from data obtained from the schools. E.g. Check with
Department and Research Institution/Centres Heads Department
specific aspects, Research Centres Supervisor training and Ethics
approval processes

6

The following 11 factors emerged from data collected from participants
in the selected schools. Are there any others you would like to add? Ask
for a ranking of the three factors that facilitated research the most and a
ranking of the three factors that hampered research the most during
2013 - 2015

7

Thank the interviewee for his /her time and cooperation to participate in
this important endeavour.
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Appendix 3.5: A 15-step data analysis approach

The Department of Humanities
During the first pass notes and theoretical memoing of the three most
salient impressions from the interview and how they related to each other were made
directly after the interview.
Secondly, the researcher listened to the recordings for an overall
perspective of the respondent’s record of experiences before transcribing the
interview. Notes were made of critical phrases and or keywords during this pass.
Therefore, coding at the most elementary level was keywords in context (KWIC) that
had meaning indicative to the experience of the researcher doing and experiencing
research at ANRU.
During the third pass, the accuracy of each transcription was validated. The
researcher listened to the recordings while simultaneously reading the transcriptions
to validate transcriptions. In particular, where the recordings were transcribed by a
professional service, validating the transcriptions was needed. Simultaneous
reading and listening provided in-depth focussed attention on the content of the
transcripts. According to Wainwright and Russell (2010) synchronised reading and
listening could be analytically superior to work from either audio or transcript.
Dadarlat et al. (2015) found that monkeys improved their task performances when
subjected to two simultaneous sensory signals in contrast to one. Furthermore, in
presenting different results from studies on multisensory learning Shams and Seitz
(2008) concluded that multisensory learning is more effective than uni-sensory
learning. Simultaneous reading and listening were used in this phenomenological
analysis to obtain a good understanding of the meaning these participants of
Academics attached to their experience.
The initial analytical memos highlighted a heightened emotional state from
some participants. As this was a phenomenological study, particular attention was
then given to the salient psychological aspects during the fourth pass. Charmaz
(2014) views word-by-word coding as a complementary coding strategy for
phenomenological studies. Specific notes of any affective/emotional words as initial
open codes were made. These affective words provided insights into the
psychological state of participants talking about their lived experience of research.
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These words also provided insights into aspects or factors, impacting their research,
of significance for the respondent.
During consecutive readings and listening of the transcribed data, recurring
phrases and words began to stand out. In this fifth pass, the researcher read the text
and added any phrases, additional KWIC and added memos to the dataset. These
phrases and words were noted and labelled with a descriptive label or open code.
The dataset was then transferred to the aggregate datasheet indicating the
corresponding recorded time of a specific word or phrase of note. The researcher
revisited the data on the aggregate sheet and added to the note memos of any
immediate ideas that surfaced.
In this sixth pass of the analysis, the transcribed texts on a line-by-line,
sentence-by-sentence or paragraph basis were revisited for further meaningful
keywords in context. Additional findings were extracted from and added to the
applicable open coding cluster or new ones created. The researcher then listened to
the recording, and again read the transcript simultaneously, while making notes of
critical phrases and or KWIC from the transcribed text. These notes were added to
the line-by-line, or sentence by sentence or paragraph base notes. In addition, for
improved analytical insight, the keywords in context provided: a) the “lived
experience” b) drivers for research performance, and c) information about how
participants thought, felt, perceived and acted during their experience of doing
research. Further notes and open coding were done, and the creation of a codebook
introduced. In addition, for improved analytical insight, the keywords in context
provided: a) the “lived experience” (Lester, 1999), b) drivers for research
performance, and c) information about how participants thought, felt, perceived and
acted during their experience of doing research (Charmaz, 1990). Further notes and
open coding were done, and the creation of a codebook introduced.
During the seventh pass, a manual numerical coding instead of colour
coding was used for the open codes and raw indexing data. (Gläser & Laudel, 2013),
whereas the researcher found numerical coding to be excellent in sorting indexed
data for analysis. This technique could be used in a manual or a computer program
to group and index, for instance, the experiences of participants (Ollerenshaw &
Creswell, 2002). Coded key phrases and KWIC were selected for meaning and
memos added to the dataset. The researcher notated added factors and examples,
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onto the template containing the dataset. The numbering index was introduced, and
these values attached to open codes for ease of sorting and clustering open codes.
In the eighth pass, the researcher interpreted all the open codes for sensemaking of the participants’ experience. This further sense-making was obtained
through reading all the quotations containing the specific open code as per numerical
indexing. The numbering index was expanded to a three-digit numeric system for
refining the codes.
During the ninth pass, the researcher interpreted and clustered codes into
categories/factors. Where axial coding is not necessary for IPA, it was needed in this
study to indicate the hampering or facilitating factors. In this pass, descriptors from
the interpretations were derived from the clusters for the categories/factors, which
represented the contextual factors, that hampered and or facilitated research
performance.
The tenth pass consisted of a re-reading of the transcript within the dataset
and expanding the numbering system. The first numbering coding system was
adjusted in this round to an alphanumeric numbering system to show the categorical
logical flow in the network of the theme to come and referencing, at a data display
phase of analysed data as results.
In the eleventh pass, from the integration and refinement of codes and
categories/factors, specific themes were formed and labelled. Descriptors for the
theme were derived from the categories constituting a theme. The themes
simultaneously represent the three main domains impacting on research
performance. Sense-making of the data through the phrases and KWIC assisted in
extracting and interpreting the themes underlying the Academics’ lived experience
of research at ANRU. Selective coding, to explain the labelling of a theme with a
label that explained the experience, started in this and took place in the next pass.
The Department of Sciences and Research Leader Cohort
Analysis of data commenced by establishing emerging constructs from the
datasets with the same steps, one to four, used for the DOH.
Then in the 12th pass, sorting of emerged constructs into the themes that
emerged from the very detailed bottom-up analysis in the DOH took place.
Next the data were analysed from bottom-up (open coding to categories
second) in the 13th pass; and
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In the 14th pass the data were analysed from bottom-up and top down
iteratively between levels in the detailed analysis phase.
All three Cohorts
The meaning of the lived experience or ‘experienced themes’ were finally
captured in a 15th pass when the researcher read the quotations of Academics, the
results chapter per cohort and wrote the consolidation of the results for each.
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Appendix 7.1: Qualtrics Rank order Questionnaire

Information memorandum: Qualtrics Rank order Questionnaire
Dear Respondent, I am Johann P Groenewald, a PhD Candidate at Edith Cowan
University in the School of Education. My supervisors are Associate Professor
Glenda Campbell-Evans and Emeritus Professor Mark Hackling.
Participation: I am grateful for the time you allowed for an interview and the valuable
experiences you shared. As indicated in the original information letter, a short
questionnaire will be distributed to assist in ranking the contextual factors obtained
from the interviews. Completing this rank order scale will take a maximum of 10
minutes of your time. Your participation is voluntary, and you can withdraw from the
study at any time without any consequence.
Context: For your convenience, I confirm the background of this request. I am
researching the contextual factors that facilitate and/or hamper research
performance. This research project is being undertaken as part of the requirements
of a PhD at Edith Cowan University and has been approved by the ECU and ANRU
Human Research Ethics Committees.
The findings of the PhD research will provide significant insight for researchers,
research leaders and management about these enabling and/or hampering factors
and their influence on research performance. This should assist ANRU to implement
research-informed strategies that support research activity better.
Use of Research data: All recorded information and transcripts will be allocated a
number and a pseudonym to ensure confidentiality. All the information you provide
will be coded and kept confidential. The information gathered will be aggregated
with the responses from other participants, and all data will be reported
anonymously to limit the possibility of a person being identified in any reports of the
research. The recordings and transcripts will be retained for seven years under lock
and key and will then be destroyed. In the unlikely event that you experience any
uneasiness, due to the study, you can either contact the researcher, be referred for
assistance or exercise your right to withdraw from the study. Your participation is
voluntary, and you can withdraw at any time without any prejudice.
Kind regards
Johann P Groenewald

PhD Candidate
Edith Cowan University Office 34.534 | Joondalup Campus
270 Joondalup Drive | Joondalup, Perth, WA, 6027
Telephone: (+61 8) 6304 2542 | Mobile: (+ 61)
Email:

The contact details for my supervisors are as follows:
Principal Supervisor
Associate Supervisor
Glenda Campbell-Evans
Mark Hackling
Associate Professor
Emeritus Professor
Director Research and Higher Degrees
School of Education
School of Education
ECU Office JO8.336
Telephone: (+61 8) 6304 2500
Telephone:
Email: g.campbell_evans@ecu.edu.au
Email: m.hackling@ecu.edu.au
If you would like to contact an independent person about this study, then please contact Kim
Gifkins:
Research Ethics Officer
Phone 6304 2170 or Email: Research.ethics@ecu.edu.au
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Rank order Questionnaire: Research Performance Factors Informed Consent:

oI

have read the information memorandum concerning the study and
acknowledged that I was offered an opportunity to ask questions before
participating in the study. I understand the nature and intent of the study and
agree to participate in this activity realising that my participation is voluntary and
that I can withdraw without prejudice. I freely agree to participate in this research.
Refer to the signed consent form handed in during the initial interview.

In the following sections, you will find a list of research performance factors which
emerged from the interview data gathered from a sample of research-active
researchers at ANRU. The aim, from your rankings, is to determine the factors that
impacted the most and least on your research performance during the period 2013
- 2105.
In order to determine which of these factors contribute the most or the least to
research performance, we would like you to rank the three highest contributing
factors facilitating your research performance during the indicated period from 1
(highest facilitator) to 3 (third highest facilitator). Then, on the same 11 factors rank
the three factors that hampered your research performance the most during the
indicated period from 1 to 3 (where 1 is the most hampering).
NB: The definition of research used by Excellence in Research Australia (ERA), and
accepted as such by ANRU, states "Research is defined as the creation of new
knowledge and/or the use of existing knowledge in a new and creative way so as to
generate new concepts, methodologies and understandings" (Commonwealth of
Australia, 2012, p. 3). Key indicators of research performance at ANRU include
research income (various types), publication and research training completions.
Q1: Request 1: Please find below a set of 10 factors. Rank the three highest
contributing factors facilitating your research performance during the indicated
period from 1 (highest facilitator) to 3 (third highest facilitator), in the far-left column
in case of a paper survey.
Request 1
Contributing
Rank order
1–3
1 = Highest

Request 2
Hampering
Rank order
1–3
1 = Most

Factor and Description

Research Climate and Culture
are those conditions that constitute the way and
atmosphere in which research academics operate.
Community Impact (including your industry partners')
constitutes the impact and influence these cohorts have
on your research performance

Environmental Capability
constitutes those aspects inherent to the environment that
impact on your research performance.

Financial resources
describes what affect the availability and utilisation of
various types of monetary aspects have in the research
domain.

Researcher's Individual Profile
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comprise those attributes, emotions, traits, behaviours
and the individual's personal circumstances that impact on
your research performance.

Institutional Leadership
constitutes those directional and governance aspects
introduced by the Institution and your leadership that
impact on your research performance.

Researcher's interaction
is those collaborations you view as opportunities to learn,
showcase your research and finding research
opportunities which impact on your research performance.

The International Agenda
categorised those International agendas that provide
global opportunities and influence local thoughts on
research direction and ultimately, your research
performance.

The National Agenda
describes National and State Government legislation,
regulations and guidelines within which research is
conducted and the impact thereof on your research
performance.

Conducting Research
constitutes those factors throughout the research process
from the expectation to do research through to the
reception of the reward for publishing that impact the
outcome of your research performance.

Work Content
describes what internal job-related factors impact on your
work/lifestyle activities and research performance.
Request 2: On the same set of data (above) rank the three factors that hampered
your research performance the most during the indicated period from 1 to 3 (1 the
most hampering), in the far-right column in case of a paper survey.
Q1.b: Kindly add any comments you would like to make about your rankings. Clearly
referring to which contributing or hampering factor(s) it pertain(s), e.g. Factor x is
especially difficult during semester breaks.
Comment(s):
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
Thank you for your support

Page 332 of 355

Appendix 8.1: Academics Experienced Emotions Consolidated

Negative
Adamant
Agitated
Anger
Annoyed
Anxious
Burnout
Compelled
Concerned
Demotivated
Desire (No)
Difficulty
Discouraged
Disgusted
Dissatisfaction
Doesn't Excite
Doubtful
Exhausted
Fear
Feel Isolated
Frightening
Frustration
Grumpy
Guilt
Hard/Difficult
Hate
Mentally Tired
Mistrust
Negative
Not Enjoying
Not Interested
Obligation
Pain
Paranoid
Physically Emotionally Sick
Prejudice
Rubbish
Stressed
Stuck
Told Off
Uncertainty
Unfair
Upset
Very Tough
Worry

Positive
Acceptance
Achieve
Agency
Appealing
Appreciate
Autonomous
Belief
Calm
Care
Comfort
Comfortable
Committed
Desire
Encouraging
Engaged
Enjoy
Enthusiastic
Exciting
Feel Refreshed
Fun
Happy
Honoured/Privileged
Hope
Inspiring
Love
Motivated
Passion
Positive
Proud
Recognised
Satisfaction
Self-Worth
Want
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Appendix 9.1: Assertions

Assertion 8.2 : Overall, the two factors individual profile and academics’ interactions
from the personal context were ranked within the top three factors
for facilitation research; however, neither was highly ranked by level
B Academics as they perceived work context factors to be more
important.

Assertion 8.2 : The DOH Academics experienced an approach-approach conflict
between their commitment to teaching and research, resulting in a
work role identity conflict. There was also a conflict between their
work, and their family lives with an added impact on their wellbeing
and potentially, research performance. On the other hand, the DOS
Academics experienced a robust role identity as balanced teaching
and research academic; however, especially women and single
mothers also experienced an approach-approach conflict between
work and personal lives.
Assertion 8.3 : Within a similar overall context, different disciplines and to a large
extent different academic levels, broadly perceive the same
contextual factors impacting on their research performance but differ
on the level of impact the factors have on their research
performance.
Assertion 8.4 : Academics were frustrated and felt lonely due to the lack of
interaction which minimised opportunities for skills-building and
promotion of their research.
Assertion 8.5 : The DOH Academics experienced a higher level of conflict between
attending to teaching versus research as well as work-family
interference (WFI). Whereas, the DOS Academics were more
concerned about the lack of a work-life balance (WLB) as well as
interaction opportunities that could lead to improved research
performance, which both contributed to them questioning their
professional identities.
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Assertion 8.6 : Frustration and stress from a perceived excessive workload, search
for a work-life balance (WLB) from the DOS and the DOH; and
negative work-family interference (WFI) at the DOH, are likely to
lead to their wellbeing be at risk and lower than expected research
performance.
Assertion 8.7 : The work context theme comprised three factors; financial
resources, work content and environmental capability that were
ranked the three factors that most hampered research performance.
The limited agreement between cohorts at the open coding level
revealed the significance of the proximal and direct influence of
variations in the immediate work contexts on Academics’
experiences of the factors.
Assertion 8.8 : The academic departments agreed that a lack of financial resources
hampered their research performance but differed in their views
regarding the acquiring and the utilisation of funding. The DOH
expected ANRU to provide money to buy-out time for research whilst
the DOS expected a funding model that take into consideration high
operational costs and improved ways of dispersing funding that they
acquired through research.
Assertion 8.9 : The cohorts differed in their experiences and perceptions of work
content which was the highest-ranked most hampering factor of all
factors. These differences may point to the professional identity or
views the different disciplines and academic levels have of their
respective roles.
Assertion 8.10: Research leaders (Academic level Es), more distal to research on
the operational level, are less aware of challenges researchers
experience which lead to the perception that leadership are
unsupportive of research performance.
Assertion 8.11: Motivated Academics, in their professional capacity, can still be
dissatisfied with their work environment where the work context is
perceived as unsupportive, unfair and hampering their performance.
Assertion 8.12: Where negatively experienced, the work context has a more
substantial impact on Academics’ dissatisfaction than their personal
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context which potentially impacted negatively on their research
performance.
Assertion 8.13: Academics with a strong discipline professional identity, created
during their professional training, will have more difficulty to identify
with the occupational identity academic and specifically the roleidentity research in the absence of well-integrated and supportive
systems which could impact their wellbeing.
Assertion 8.14: The work context contributed negatively to the Academics’ personal
context in that there are instances where the lack of support, the
competing demands and a lack of integrated high performing work
systems and practices in the environment caused tendencies
towards ill mental health and these were reported more frequently
from the DOH than the DOS Academics.
Assertion 8.15: Personal preferences and characteristics that fit the professional
sub identity academic, comprising teaching and researching roles,
in concert within a high-performance working system and practices,
and supportive psychosocial environment are a necessity for a
healthy academic that can perform in research.
Assertion 8.16: For researchers to apply their personal and research capabilities to
their potential, ANRU needs to design and implement properly
planned change interventions for well-integrated High-Performance
Work Systems and Practices (HPWS&P) that create a research
climate and culture for a conducive work context for the discipline.
Assertion 8.17: Academics further away from community interaction in their daily
routine and/or with less established networks seemed to have a
higher regard for community impact as a facilitating impact than for
those even further distal national and international impacts.
Assertion 8.18: The internal capability of ANRU and the researcher capability in
specific subdisciplines did not inspire confidence in the external
research community, exacerbated by isolation which led to a further
lack of collaboration for ANRU Academics, which impacted on
reputation and research funding allocations.
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Assertion 8.19: International and National research agendas and funding impacted
on the work context with perceived shortages of financial resources,
challenging work content and environmental capability. The work
context impacted on the personal context in the form of some
Academics’ wellbeing that was destabilised by stress and burn-out
with potential lower research performance.
Assertion 8.20: The effect of the external context left many Academics
disenchanted and most felt lonely in their endeavours towards
improved research performance with a strong perception of bias or
prejudice against ANRU.
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